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Not the least among the services of Teilhard de Chardin to 
twentieth-century religious thought is the revitalization of a classic 
controversy. Based largely upon thirteenth-century philosophical 
positions of the Franciscans as against the Dominicans, the «Mo- 
tive of the Incarnation» came to form a part of the sixteenth-cen- 
tury Jesuit line on predestinating grace. 

In an existentialist and communist world, the urgency of these 
historic contexts has given way to other problems, and our modern 
textbooks flit rather uninterestedly over the Scotist position, which 
being the heritor of a long tradition never impugned for its ortho- 
doxy could not be simply omitted. 

An appeal of the supreme Franciscan authority in 1933 resulted. 
in numerous restatements of the Scotist position’. These in turn 
were met by Dominican restatements. In these researches, many 
valuable incidental clarifications have been turned up. But on the 
whole it can be said that nothing in the two basic positions has 
been altered by the change in world outlook due to the intervening 
coo of Galileo and Darwin, to say nothing of Hegel or 

arx, 


Now, however, says Karl Rahner: 


«The old question about the predestining of Christ is posed anew 
today as question of a Christceniened cosmos. The issue is, whether 
the whole material cosmos too finds its meaning and fulfillment in the 
Personal spirit, through its unity with the absolute reality of the 
infinite Being of God. By spirit is understood the individual, but also 
What Js shared in common by all who possess spirit-reality. If the 
material cosmos does thus find its fulfillment, then Jesus Christ is the 
goal of the whole cosmos and of its ‘evolution’. If he is that, then he 


ace ee 


1 ; . 
BELLO L. M., De universali Christi primatu atque regalitate, Romae 1933. 
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is also its efficacious motive. This is in virtue of his hypostatic 


the highest spiritual unity between created spirit-nature and Anion 


God, 2 
I. - THE SCRIPTURAL COSMIC CHRIST 


When Teilhard’s work began attracting attention, all theolo. 
gians recognized that there was an affinity between his «cosmic 
Christ» and the Scotist «Christ as crown and origin of the material 
creation». Both Teilhard and Scotus in turn are observed to echo 
certain phrases of Saint Paul’. 

Upon closer look, it will turn out that in neither case are these 
passages subjected to any sort of real exegesis*. Thus actually 
the basis in revelation is supposed rather than truly proved: the 
more so since both Teilhard and Scotus are focusing upon what 
to them is a problem of natural knowledge or reality pattern. 


Of course neither of them says or implies that the Incarna- 


2 RAHNER K., Jesus Christus: Systematik der kirchlichen Christologie, in 
Lexikon für Theologie und Kirche, 2. ed., V, Freiburg 1960, 955; we have 
presumed to break up his long sentence into several. See further RAHNER K., 
Christologie innerhalb einer evolutiven Weltanschauung, (Schriften zur Theo- 
logie, V), Einsiedeln 1962; and MALMBERG F., Ueber den Gottmenschen, (Quae- 
sliones disputatae, IX), Freiburg 1960, 25: «Many Catholic theologians do not 
sufficiently grasp [that salvation history forms a part of the metaphysical 
concept of the human nature of Christ itself, just as the spiritual ‘ontic 
completing of a spiritual nature belongs to it and to its very concept; nor, 
with due respect for the anti-existential reserves of Humani generis] that 


this dynamic, historical existenti ist’ nity belongs 

eer: , , ial aspect of Christ’s holy humanity belong 

intimately and essentially to the i rist’s humo 
tire itaelf, by y metaphysical concept of Ch a 


tiori to its speculative-theological concept». 
: pernis N. M,, Teilhard, Pars 1960, 92. i : 
tiall RESPY G., La pensée théologique de Teilhard, Paris 1961, 197, is ew? 
Pat aoe in noting that Teilhard comes no closer to «explaining» Sain 
ha se repeated fleeting mention of a couple of common places. However, 
simply enoma eological Studies 25 (1964) 596, cites one Teilhard footnote 
Gone ale merating by chapter and verse some twenty-three passages: ist 
«will be po ae thirteen places where Teilhard says that God or wY 
Mystery of Ch all» (I Cor. 15, 28). Mooney C., Teilhard de Chardin and a 
cotus is in the 19 New York 1966, 240, holds that Teilhard’s only mena AR- 
DIN, Onor vin 46 Esquisse d'une dialectique de l'Esprit (TEILHARD DE T 
Die ‘Christos L’activation de l'énergie, Paris 1963, 158). - For SCHEFFCZY* a 
us, in Tilbinger aoard de Chardins und der kosmische Christus bet Pat 
Supporters mère] eologische Quartalschrift 143 (1963) 136, Teilhard an? io 
a rejection of th. claim their accord with St. Paul. Scheffczyk concludes 
sung, in Tübinge, S&M. In Die Idee der Einheit von Schöpfung und Er 
eal with Teilhara Yele Eische Quartalschrift 140 (1960) 19-37, he d o "io 
eist und Leben 35 (1962) 219.333 reneesang.. Schépfungsfrommigker l 
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tion is part of our natural knowledge of the world-process. But 
both of them are concerned with the legitimate and purely rational 
roblem: «Granted that the Incarnation is known to have taken 
lace, then what place if any must it vindicate in even the purely 
natural processes of cosmogenesis?». 

Exegesis, therefore, and other researches in the sources of 
revelation are a little out of place here. The fact of the Incarnation 
can be known only from revelation, but there is no obscurity or 
disagreement about this fact among any of the parties to this intra- 
Catholic controversy. But whether the Incarnation in the hypothesis 
of its occurrence is pivotal to the natural material creation, is a 
problem in principle capable of solution without aid from re- 
velation. . i 

Hence if we seek for a basis in revelation it will be chiefly as 
an extrinsic or negative guide. And for the small amount of assi- 
stance we will get, it will turn out to be a lot of work. But no 
reader of Teilhard can escape an insatiable curiosity about just 
how well-founded theologically is that Scotist view which flits 
through his pages. 

It may be admitted at the outset that the anti-Scotist position 
bases itself more firmly and frankly on Scripture. The statement 
of Le. 19,10, «the Son of Man came to seek and save that which 
was lost», seems to be adequately embodied in the formula of the 
Nicene Creed: «Jesus Christ was made man on account of us men 
and on account of our salvation». 

In the whole of patristic literature, scarcely a single firm 
assertion maintains that the motive of the Incarnation was any- 
thing other than the Redemption 5. From the Gospel and the earliest 
Creed it would seem to follow that apart from man’s fall and need 
of redemption, the place of the Incarnation in the cosmic scheme 
of reality would simply not be posed. . 

We will examine first in the light of most recent exegesis those 
passages which may be regarded as justifying a different view. 

hen we will trace the Scotist hypothesis from its origins through 
ee 
; 5 Rosin : an . 
snes dia Pata amat Cristo, scoot verona, bishop in 310) never 


~ a conditioned or dependent predestination; he sees Christ always 
wn altogether proper and absolute hierarchical order». 
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the arguments of the theologians who have defended or adapted 
it, almost wholly without reference to Scripture as we shall see, 
- Then we will conclude by an endeavor to follow and exploit those 
rare moderns who have tried to combine the scriptural and specu- 
lative data into a tenable synthesis. 

If the synthesis is tenable, it may without further ado be 
called «the Teilhard position». Not that the French paleontologist 
had anything to do with elaborating it, or was even able to assent 
to it explicitly. But it forms an indispensable theological grounding 
of much of what he claims for the evolutionary process, and thus 
for what we are concerned with, the mode of creation of the hu- 
man soul. 

In the Old Testament, «God created me ‘as’ the beginning of 
his ways», says Prov. 8,22. The «me» refers to Wisdom, personified 
as recommending the pursuit of itself to the believer. This Wisdom 
suggests in some ways the Holy Spirit, and perhaps even more 
proximately the Son, to whom are more proper the Trinitarian 
functions of knowledge as distinct from love. But it is wholly 
unwarranted and today excluded that in this passage we have any 
assertion whatever regarding distinction of persons in the Trinity. 
Thus too the priority of Christ to creation is not taught here. 

«God himself used [!] wisdom to construct the universe. ... Wisdom 
is not now [as in 3, 19] an abstraction; it is a concrete being, living 
and operating beside God. But it is not a creature; it is a divine being, 
because it existed before God created (verses 22-26), and concurred 
in the creation of everything (27-30). One would say that it is an essen- 
tial attribute of God. But it is personified with such powerful vividness 
that from this description only a brief further step is required toward 
distinguishing more than one person in God. This step was taken when 
the divine wisdom became incarnate in Jesus» 6. 

Similarly the deuterocanonical Sirach 24,9 says: «He created 
me from the beginning, before the world». These two references 
are linked in patristic tradition to the first chapter of Genesis: 
. partly to verse 1 mentioning the «beginning» in which God created 
heaven and earth; partly to verse 26, in which man is created 
oe rding to the «image of God», with reference to the sense in 
a we will find this term equated with Christ in Col. 1,15. But 

€ «Wisdom» in question is not really Christ. 


6 VACCARI A., La Sacra Bibbia, Firenze 1961, 1080. 
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IJ. - SIGHING OF THE Cosmos TOWARD LIBERATION 


In a context closely connected both with original sin (Rom. 
5,12) and with the natural knowableness of God from material 
creation (1,20), Paul tells the Romans (8,18-23.28-29): 


«The sufferings of this present time are not to be compared wit 

the glory which shall be revealed in us. The expectation of the pies 

oints toward the revealing of the sons of God. Creation itself has been 
frustrated, not by its own will, but by reason of him who permitted 
this in view of creation’s eventual deliverance from the Slavery of 
corruptibility into the glorious freedom of God’s children. We recognize 
that there is a groan and an anguish throughout the whole of creation 
up to now. It is not merely the material creation, but also ourselves 
possessing the firstlings of the Spirit, who groan at the deferral of 
[sonly] redemption of our body... We know that all things work 
together for good for those who love God, those who are called accor- 
ding to his purpose; because those whom he foreknew, he also pre- 
determined to be in the same form as the image of his own Son, who 
was thus to be the firstborn among the many, his brethren». 


Six key words in this passage are as interesting as they are 


controverted: creation, firstborn, frustration, the «permitter» 
(imotdéExs), predestination, deliverance. 


1. The word creation occurs in five of these verses. In Greek 
it is in every case xt!otg with the article. Strangely, xoopog as in 
Rom. 1,20 does not occur here, but xtlo:s seems to have an equally 
cosmic meaning in both passages’. 

Does this term mean the material creation only, exclusive of 
mankind? Many competent exegetes, with Chrysostom, think it 
does’, Others, in view of the personal attributes attributed to 
xtloas, hold that only mankind is meant, thus requiring a transla- 
tion of verse 23 differing from ours’. 
=—__ 


7 Sasse H., Kéo i ., Theologisches Worterbuch zum Neuen 
Testament, III, Saar Se Scripture never really ies TT, 
mental paradox that the world is good as created by God (A remeni aes 
mism, Hellenistic earth-joy), yet the world is under God's Juagem dualism) 
ni fede tapos genimiam dnucced Yee, a Palas 
DERMANN . X i osun er ocno 4 ROT 
(Sammlung Cassiciacum 8/3/2), Wireburg 1940, 70 f, rejects the Pe oF 
AWS that in xtiatg are envisioned only the angels (Origen, Theodore o 


°Psuestia) or onl 
9 y men. , . 
conryg vcustinus, De diversis quaestionibus 83 q. 67 (PL 40, 67); S. Gre 


we Morali : 75): so recently SCHLATTER; DULAU À. 
“Omnis creatura e Di (hon 3 Dh in Divus Thomas (Piacenza) 37 
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Other Fathers like Origen and Theodore of Mopsuestia thought 
that only the angels are the creation here envisioned: doubtless 
because of what we will see in Col. about reconciling the things 
in the skies. But a recent research seems to show convincingly 
that the xtioç of Rom. 8 means, and is now most widely held to 
mean, «all creation inclusive of men» ”, 


2. Firstborn: this whole of creation, chiefly material yet inclu. 
ding men, is in verses 28 f. called simply «all things» or «the All», 
mavta instead of xtlotg and is loosely connected with «God’s son» as 
its «firstborn». Thus we have a vague but unmistakable anticipation 
of npwtótoxoç ndons xticews below". Since the object designated is 
plainly concrete rather than «the act of creating», the singular may 
have been chosen instead of the plural for euphonic or metrical 
reasons in the Col. hymn which is held to be earlier than the 
epistle itself ”. 

The Son is not here in Rom. said to be the image of God. 
Rather it is in the image of the Son that a further resemblance 
arises among men, only the «predestined», but not in so clearly 
exclusive a sense that not all men might be understood. 


3. The frustration to which the whole creation has been sub- 
jected is capable of various explanations. In may be an abstraction 
used for the concrete «fallen mankind», to whom in fact the lower 
creation (not exclusive of man himself) has been made subject. 
It may mean also the abstract unbalance itself, announced in Gen. 
3,17 as an alteration to 1,28. Either «fallen man» or «disorder» 


(1934) 390; Gurprop W., Die paulinische Anthropologie (Beiträge zur ee 
schaft vom Alten und Neuen Testament), Stuttgart 1934, 13-17: «tlove in iso 
1, 15 is the created individual but in Col. 1, 23 all created mankind, as on 
in Rom. 8, 19 (in the light of I Cor. 9, 9: «does God care about oxen!»), 
but the unregenerate as distinct from «us». blique 
5 IARD A., «Exspectatio creaturae» (Rom. 8, 19-22), in Revue Be 
; ee 340 f, noting as outdated the (Chrysostom and contemporary) Vey 
fo) AGRANGE M. J., Epitre aux Romains, Paris 1916, 207. tod 
; Footnotes 30-44 below; KUrzINGER J., Yoppdppovg He stxzvog tod V 
aitai (Hom. 8, 29), in Biblische Zeitschrift 2 (1958) 294-299. i 15-20 
in R ASSON CH., L'hymne christologique de l'Epître aux Colossiens 1, ri ’ 
In Revue de théologie et de philosophie 36 (1948) 141; see below footnote "™ 
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would seem to be an interpretation preferable to «the Evil Power» 
favored by Viard. 


4. The frustration was due not to the will of the creation, but 
to a SnotaGac. «The one who permitted (or ‘effected’) this situation» 
may and in some sense must be understood of God, as was done 
by the capitalizing of «him» by the editors of my Theological Stu- 
dies article ”. But the view there preferred is that the «him» refers 
rather to Adam *. As Viard observes: 


«It is clear how close appears the solidarity of the creation here 
mentioned with the sons of God and via them with the Son of God 
himself». 

A third and less likely view is that it was Satan who establi- 
shed the frustration of the xtlotc. 


5. The predestination of verse 29, delimiting «the many, the 
brethren» among whom Christ is «firstborn», is also vaguely sup- 
posed in the earlier verses. The «image» which this verse mentions 
will be taken up chiefly in Col.; but is explained in its present 
context as a new «pattern» to which the cycle being inaugurated 
by Christ must conform ". 

The redemption of the lower creation seems to be presented 
as universal and unconditioned, though linked to a redemption of 
mankind which is presumably limited to a certain percentage, the 
predestined. As we have already noted, the interest of sixteenth- 
century controversialists in the cosmic Christ is largely in function 
of their preoccupation with predestinating grace; and in chapter 
9 (see footnote 23 below) we shall see that this preoccupation also 
dominates largely theologians’ interest in the divine «concursus». 


as 


S B NortH R., Teilhard and the Problem of Creation, in Theological 
tudies 24 (1963) 590-595. So Lrennarot F. J., L’épitre de saint Paul aux 
Romains, Neuchatel 1957, 125: the brotáčaç is God, though man’s fault is 
fsponsible for his doing it; page 129, man’s solidarity with creation is a 
act to which Paul alludes in a framework of reflections which we cannot 
kan P or necessarily approve, and regarding which a great sobriety 
or in the exegete. i 
Wene FOERSTER W., Kato, xtloig, in KıtteL G., Theologisches Wörterbuch zum 
en Testament, III, Stuttgart 1938, 1030. ; . 
Testam NEY A., Conformed to the Image of his Son (Rom. 8, 29), in New 
are a Studies 10 (1964) 470-479; see MONTAGUE G., Progress in the Early 
» In The Bible Today 10 (1964) 640. 
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6. Finally, in what does this redemption of deliverance or th 
material creation consist? Many exegetes see the answer to this 
question in the «new heavens and new earth» of Is. 65,17 and 
66,22; Act. 3,21; II Petr. 3,13; Apc. 21,1. However, the wording to 
the Rom. envisions a «liberation» rather than a renovation of exi. 
sting nature. 


«Man is part of nature, and the whole ‘nature’ of which he forms 
part ... will ultimately be redeemed». «The various speculations 
on the way in which nature will eventually obtain her freedom from 
the curse of Gen. 3, 17 cannot claim the authority of St. Paul. It is one 
of the mysteries not revealed to us»", 


Though it is not revealed, we may reasonably suggest that 
even for St. Paul the material creation is redeemed by the very 
fact that redeemed man is and remains completely bound up with 
materiality ®. The soul is not a bird released from its cage to flit 
off to the happiness of its real life. Immortality and heaven are 
promised to the man, and not (even if it were possible!) to the 
form apart from its matter. 

Is this redemption a kind of divine adoption? The word which 
we endeavored to render by the un-English «sonly» in parenthesis, 
is generally rendered «(we sigh, awaiting) our adoption as sons 
(the redemption of our body)». But a special research of Pere 
Benoit finds that this word «adoption», viodectav, is to be simply 
expunged, for both textual and exegetical reasons ”. 

Two other admirable Dominican scholars, the brothers Do- 
minique and André-Maria Dubarle, have important light to shed 


% Bruce F. F., The Epistle of Paul to the Romans, London. 1963, ee 
See SCHNEIDER G., Neuschdpfung oder Wiederkehr (dissertation), Duss¢ 5 
1961, and Trierer theologische Zeitschrift 68 (1959) 257-270. Holy 

Y THEISSEN A., Romans, in OrcHarp B., A Catholic Commentary on aus 
Scripture, New York 1953, 1065, citing STRACK-BILLERBECK, Kommentar 
Talmud und Midrasch, III, 840-847. . 60) 51: 

18 Lyonnet ST., La rédemption de l'univers, in Lumière et vie 9 (1961 n of 
«The redemption of the universe is just a consequence of the redempti g ne- 
man; more precisely a consequence of the redemption of mans bo ion 
vertheless the universe is not merely the instrument of man’s redemp er. 
ee 1s itself the object of redemption»; page 47 links the «alliance» beei 
TA Paul, with an alliance more ancient and universal concerning the nå. 
ra universe in Gen. 8, 21; 9,11 (so Paul in Act. 14, 16 f). 
wes ee P., Nous gémissons, attendant la délivrance de na 26 
= a de science religieuse 39 (Mélanges Lebreton, 1, 1952) 

= Exegese et théologie, II, Paris 1961, 41-52). 


orps» 
corzo 
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on this as on most other Teilhardian concerns with the relationship 
between spirit and evolving matter”. André claims that his own 
earlier belief that the sin of a free creature has put disorder into 
the material world was adopted by his brother *. But André has 
now reexamined the whole problem with very satisfying honesty 
and comes to the conclusion that it is not warranted either to read 
into the Pauline text, or to exclude from it, the idea that the sin 
of a free creature has put disorder into the material world. 


«God has arranged for the realization of his 
creatures must pass first through a painful condition lacking glory, 
but this will vanish. Man and the world around him are subject to the 
same law of vanity and corruptibility. Thus in nature can be seen 
gleams of man’s destiny both in its sombre and in its hopeful aspects. 


Unlike man, nature has not been intrinsically altered by sin, though it 
can occasionally be utilized for guilty ends» 2, 


plan in steps. All 


When André Dubarle says that «man, unlike nature» has been 
intrinsically altered by sin, he does not of course assert that «man’s 
nature has been altered by sin». And he does rightly imply that 
«man as he really was» has been changed by sin. Over and above 
that, he tends to imply that there is no such thing as man’s «natu- 
re» distinct from «what he really was», a being created in a state 
of supernatural elevation; or distinct from what he became by the 
loss of a part of that endowment due to sin”. For those who do 
not fully grasp the de Lubac view of «the supernatural» as indica- 
ted above, the observations of Dubarle will not constitute a barrier 
to regarding the material creation as redeemed by the fact that 
redeemed man is material in his nature. l 


Sen 


2 DUBARLE A. M., Bulletin de théologie biblique, in Revue des sciences 
Philosophiques et théologiques 33 (1949) 196: «Before man, life did not enjoy 
that harmony willed by the creator. This privation was function of a sin 
ae we could never locate in our scale of time». ae ae that man was 
neither : l before sinning is rejected. AEON , 

a Durana Do in éoiowie du cosmos, in Henry A. M., Initiation théolo- 
ŝtque, 2. ed., II, Paris 1961 [1. ed., Paris 1952], 319. i _ 

2 DUBARLE A. M., Le gémissement des créatures dans l'ordre divin du 
38 Gee (Rom. 8 19-22) in Revue des sciences philosophiques et théologiques 

1954) 457,” f ae 
jos > See Normi R., Teilhard and the Creation of the Soul, Milwaukee 1967, 

05 footnote 58: 234 footnote 21. The present essay forms chapter 5 of that 
ume, pages 119-162. 


R. 4 
De doctrina Ioannis Duns Scoti - Vol. III 
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III. - CHRIST AS FIRSTBORN, FIRSTLING, AND PRIMATE 


The epistle to the Colossians is most characterized by its attack 
on distorted evaluation of spirit-realities by Gnosticism. It is called 
one of the Pauline «antilegomena» or controverted letters, as di- 
stinct from the «homologumena» or agreed ones: meaning that 
the distinctive least-ccommon-denominator of Pauline style and 
thought is less perceptible here than in some others. Nevertheless 
it is most likely that the author is either Paul himself or a mouth- 
piece very directly under his guidance. 

At the very beginning, even fused with the latter part of his 
salutation, the writer stresses that there is no power in the uni- 
verse, spiritual or otherwise, which is not rooted in the man Jesus 
Christ *: 


«We thank the Father, who has fitted us for our own special share 
of the holy things in the light, and released us from the power of 
darkness, and effected the transfer into the kingdom of his beloved Son 
in whom we have ransom, the remission of sins. He is the image of the 
unseen God, the firstborn of ali creation because in him were created 
all things in the skies and upon the earth, the things seen and the things 
unseen, whether thrones or lordships or principles or authorities; all 
things have been created with him as their origin and goal. And he is 
before all things, and all things have taken their stand in him, and he 
is the head of the body, the chosen assembly. He is the principle, the 
firstborn from among the dead, in order that he may be in all things 
holding the primacy because in him has been decided the lodging of 
all the fulness to serve as principle of unification of all things, since 
he brings peace by the blood of his cross; he reunites all things whether 
upon the earth or in the skies» (Col. 1, 12-20). 


We shall examine the terms here rendered as unseen, firstborn, 
origin-goal, primacy-principle, fulness, and unification. The «chosen 
assembly» is éxxAyola, but without those implications of juridical 
structure which «Church» has today (verse 18). 


1. Unseen is applied both to the Father and to the created 
things: those «in the skies», presumably, but by a reversal of order 
(«chiastically»). The Greek a&épatog strictly may mean «not seen», 
but for practical purposes it implies «invisible». 

The image of an invisible or unseen God is a paradoxical €x- 


‘ heo- 
4 Ecxart K. G., Exegetische Beobachtungen zu Kol. ee eal : 
logia viatorum 7 (1960) 87. 
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pression capable of opposite interpretations. Since an image is vi- 
sually like the thing which it represents, one might logically say 
that the image of the invisible God is itself invisible, and that 


therefore Paul is speaking here of the preexistent Son as second 
person of the Trinity *. 


But it seems more plausible to focus the fact that an image 
is something to be seen or to show forth the thing it represents. 
Most of the expressions immediately correlated with «image» here 
as predicates of the same subject refer to activities of Christ within 
the material creation *. Paul therefore meant to set up a contrast 
between the invisible God and the visible or incarnate Image”. 


«The Invisible-in-itself becomes visible in Christ as its copy: not 


to be sure visible to the bodily eye [i.e. his divinity as such] but to 
the eye enlightened by the Spirit, as in II Cor. 4,4» 23. It is even claimed 


23 LOHMEYER E., Der Brief an die Kolosser (W. Meyer’s Kommentar), 2; 
ed., Göttingen 1956, 54; the «unseen» is put in to detach the author’s view 
from Old Testament theophany parer Enves the Image is first in being, 
but the Firstborn is first in dignity and activity. ; o, 

% The «image» referred ros Christ as man by Bover J. M., gos 
notio apud B. Paulum, in Biblica 4 (1923) 176, prompts his exegesis oO ae 
1, 15 in Gratiae oeconomia per Christum, independens a peccato, secundum 
Pauli doctrinam and Dei Filius, homo factus, independenter a peccato, se- 
cundum Pauli doctrinam, in Verbum Domini 2 (1922) 79-87. 170-176. 43 

27 On the recurrence of this cix#v in Eph. 4, 24, «the new seis eaae in 
the image of God», see WILSON R. M., The Early History of ue e aa 
Gen. 1, 26, in ALAND K., Studia Patristica, I (Text und A eee a 
Berlin 1957, 425; ALTHAUS P., Das Bild Gottes bei Paulus, at Rie lang aie 
Blätter 20 (1941) 86: the image of God is the «[new] life which he gives» 
as Col. 3, 10. On Christ as image of God in H Cor. A pa (Kol. 1 
Plato, Timaeus (p. 92), see PREUSCHEN E., Eixwv tod O¢05 i a OS a 

), in Zeitschrift fiir die Neutestamentliche Wissensola, pee oS 
According to STANLEY D. M., Paul’s Interest in the Early Baar fa Wy Ronee 
m Studiorum Paulinorum Congressus, 1961 (Analecta Se Pen es oe 

1963, 250, Col. 1, 15 is one of those most characteristica y Sie ie 

which echo Genesis: the adaptation of it to Christtantiy g ee 

own doing, because it is suitable to his preoccupation bos dole (hela Mri 
Percy E., Die Probleme der Colosser- und Bene hg a 

ria, 39), Lund 1946, 68. On page 313 he holds it true "ak whole creation is 

Od in Col. 1, 19: «Everything has in Christ its goal;... t a ge AA 

made in view of Christ; and all the threads are yee : psa 

im»; since in Phil. 2, 6 Christ was «in the form of God», he pa 

the relation of God to his creation; page 70: «Christ is not go yt Ire 
only normediary of all creation, but A13 1 warrant for existing». Percy's 
earlier Der Tei haa ne no patdinischer Homologumena und Antilego- 


meng (Lund Universitets. Arsskrift, 1/38/1), Lund 1942, 51, adds little except 
On Towne, 
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that in the Pauline corpus «the invisible God» means alwa 
Triune rather than specifically the Father ”, ys the 


2. Firstborn. This term is rather unexpectedly applied in this 
passage to Christ as firstborn «of the dead» as well as «of the 
whole creation». 

As firstborn of the dead, or presumably of those risen from 
the dead, it would seem to echo the «firstlings» dnapy 7, not Tpwrérox0s 
of the dead, in I Cor. 15, 20. This «firstborn among those risen to 
newness of life» is doubtless part of the implication of Tpwrértoya¢ 
in Rom. 8,29, while in verse 23 of that passage anagyf seems to 
refer to the first Christian generation as sharers in this «risen life» 
even before their own bodily death, and this is the sense of éxxiy- 
ia mpwtotéxwy in Hebr. 12,23. But in Hebr. 1,6 «the firstborn» 
without explanatory nuance refers to the Old Testament figure 
found to be verified in Christ. This Hebr. «firstborn» has been 
found to refer to the Incarnation and/or Nativity of Jesus, in pre- 
ference to the Second Coming or any other event envisioned as 
future to the time of writing the epistle ». 

Going back to the context of Col. 1,15, it seems to show that 
Christ as man, or rather as God-Man, is here spoken of as firstborn 
of creation. Exegetically, we take this to mean no more than that 
in the order in which creation actually came into being, the man 
Jesus Christ was somehow there first. Obviously he was not pro- 
duced physically in time, or strictly «born», before any other crea- 
ture. It doubtless goes beyond the writer’s intention to tell the 
Colossians how this primogeniture means that an eventual union of 
all the material creation in Christ incarnate was the goal implanted 
in the first elements of matter from the moment of their origin. 
But such a possibility is in fact left open, and better, if we regard 
the firstborn as man rather than as preexistent God. It is important 
to aver that we do not favor this exegesis because it better fits 


ee 


2 LATTANZI U., Il primato universale di Cristo secondo le Sacre spe 
ture, Roma 1937, 106, 84; Christ as man is firstborn «of each creature», hs in 
ing that each is a sort of younger brother to him, though the «birt t be 
question is Christ’s Incarnation, in relation to which there could no 
any actual secundo-geniti. > 1 ter- 

2 VITTI A. M., «Et cum iterum introducit Primogenitum _in orben 
rae», in Verbum Domini 14 (1934) 306-312. 368-374; 15 (1935) 15-21. 
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the Teilhardian perspective, but because of the context and the 
convergence of the various other controverted terms. 

Research into the patristic tradition of the first five centuries 
shows that even then opinions about Christ as «firstborn of crea- 
tion» were about evenly divided between the preexistent and the 
incarnate Word. 

Various Fathers who considered that the preexistent Word 
was «Firstborn» explain this in three different ways. For some 
it refers to his eternal generation by the Father. For others it 
means simply that the divine generation occurred before creation. 
For still others it means «first in dignity», and is synonymous with 
the «primacy» held by Christ as firstborn «among the dead» in 
verse 18. 

It is not quite accurate to say that the divine generation oc- 
curred before creation. God’s eternity is equally present to each of 
the events which occur in time. However, our mind can scarcely 
fail to conceive as temporally prior to the «Fiat» of creation, that 
situation in which God was free either to pronounce this «Fiat» 
or to withhold it. 

The question then becomes whether the genitive expression 
«of all creation» supports the sense «before all creation». First-of, 
or first-among, seems to imply others in series, all forming truly — 
part of the word that follows; but of course this sense is not 
admitted by tradition relative to Jesus as «firstborn» of Mary in 
Le. 2,7. If the rendition «before» be admitted, then it is indifferent 
whether the Greek ngoa xtlot¢ be rendered as «the whole of creation 
taken together» or «each creature taken individually». But we saw 
that the individual sense has been defended, the sense that Christ 
is the firstborn of each creature. It should be noted that the rendi- 
tion «before any creature», though indispensable for defending the 
Sense of preexistent, is also favored by many in support of the 
Primacy of Christ as man”. 


The earliest Christian apologists, especially Justin, explained the 
on as begotten or born for the sake of bringing creation into 


a 
31 Bissen I. M., De primatu Christi absoluto Col. 1, 13-20, in Antonianum 


Y (1936) 4. 16. This article mostly polemizes against Prat F., Theology of 
nt Paul, 1, London 1933, 289. 
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being. This sounds dangerously like the Platonic demiurge, or the sj. 
milar neo-Platonic basis of Arianism. Nevertheless reserving the term 
xpwtotoxog precisely for this function with respect to creation gra- 
dually became common, whereas the term applied to the divine 
Word in its own nature was rather povoyevyjs, «sole-born», as in 
Io. 1,14; 3,18. The relevance of this Johannine «creative role of the 
Word» to the Pauline cosmic Christ has been further studied and 
defended by Boismard *. 

In the third century, when the Arian position became more 
widespread, it was natural that its opponents should steer clear 
of all misunderstanding; hence they preferred to see in Paul’s 
mpwtétoxo¢g an expression of Christ’s human rather than his divine 
nature. The marvel is that the «preexistent Firstborn» view mana- 


ged to hold respect, and even to gain favor after the Arian scare 
had passed. 


To show that this preexistent Firstborn was not a creature in 
the Arian sense, Didymus the Blind (313-398), a younger contem- 
porary of Athanasius, distinguished mowtótoxoç from mewtdxtiatcs. 
Christ was not «created» xttoté< first; he was «born (of the Holy 
Virgin! but) in the divine foreknowledge» first. As an alternative 
view, linked with Prov. 8,22, Didymus admits the remote possibi- 
lity of the interpretation «salvation was predetermined before the 
ages» *. Really he ends up preferring «firstborn of every creature 
reborn by baptism». Nevertheless Cerny’s research concludes that 
the view of Didymus is in essentials identical with that of Scotus: 
Christ is made firstborn by God’s advance decree ™. 

The demand to understand rgwtdtoxo¢ as something distinct 
from npwtóxtotoç and hence (with Luther) as «firstborn (in the 
Trinity) before any creation», is reiterated in several recent re- 
searches of Michaelis. The Rom. 8,29 context seems indeed to make 
Christ as firstborn «one of many», yet upon closer look we have 
the paradox «the many are his brothers, but he is not without 


> Boismarp M. E., Saint John's Prologue, London 1957, 112; Prologue de 
HAN Jean (Lectio divina, 11), Paris 1953, 141, giving a reference to Viard 
pe 3 umpressed in ihe English. To Io. 1, 13 is added also 1, 1 an 

pes 9, +, Hebr. 1, 2. 6; 2, 10, i mo?, in Franziska 
nische Studien 21 (1934) aa 10, in Kaup J., Cur Deus homo?, in 


3 On Prov. 8, 22, see ab f 
w CERNE E A, Fir ove, footnote 6. f . DIDYMUS, 
De Trinitate III 2. 3 f (oc a oy Creature, Baltimore 1938, 61; 
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qualification their brother», Taking into account the Greek usa- 
ges, already influenced by the Bible, and especially the vexing im- 
plications of Mary’s «firstborn» in Lc. 2,7, Michaelis really comes 
around to giving to xpwtdétexesthe rather generalized or metaphor- 
ical (or Hebrew «b*k6ér», as Ex. 4,22) sense of «special, favored» *. 

Among other recent defenders of the preexistent Firstborn, 
there is a trend to emphasize that relation to Old Testament 
Wisdom which we saw in Didymus. Christ’s primogeniture has 
been equated with preexistent creative wisdom”, This would seem 
to form part of the really ultramodern fervor for finding in Mt. 11,25 
Jesus’ own identification of himself with the personified Wisdom 
of Hebrew revelation *. But as for its relevance to our passage in 
Col., some rather negative conclusions are reached by a Benedictine 
research perhaps outdated now”, It holds with staccato bluntness 
that Wisdom is not in the book of Proverbs an agent of creation; 
that Wisdom is nowhere in Paul a person or substance, and that 
the letter to the Colossians contains no echo of any Old Testament 
sapiential book ®. 


35 MICHAELIS W., Die biblische Vorstellung von Christus als dem Erst- 
geborenen, in Zeitschrift fiir systematische Theologie 23 (1954) 144; newt4toxag, 
in KITTEL G., Theologisches Wörterbuch zum Neuen Testament, VI, Stutt- 
gart 1959, 879: «[{In Col. 1, 16] Christ is [firstborn as] the mediator in crea- 
tion, to whom all creatures without exception owe their creation». ; 

36 MICHAELIS W., Der Beitrag der Septuaginta zur Bedeutungsgeschich- 
te von npwtótoxoç, in Festschrift Albert Debrunner, in Sprachgeschichte und 
Wortbedeutung, Bern 1954, 313-320. The word occurs 130 times in the Septua- 
gint. The oldest extrabiblical occurrence is not an alleged 200 b.C. text in 
which it is really accented mpwtotéxo¢g «[an animal] giving birth for the first 
time», but at Yahudiyya in 5 b.C., very near to where the Septuagint itself 
was produced; it there refers to a woman who died giving birth to her first- 
born. Cf. Epcar C., More Tome Stone [amy gent el Yahoudieh, in Annales 
du Servi iquités d’Egypte 22 : P 

a ey ee sBittliche Weisheit der Juden und die paulinische 
Çhristologie, in Neutestamentliche Studien für Georg Heinrici, Leipzig 1914, 
20-2 ; : . , i 

3 Pa ae et la Sagesse divine d’aprés les Evangiles synoptt- 
ques, in Revue Biblique 62 (1965) 173, adding Sirach 51, 23-30, with NORDEN 
E., Agnostos Theos, Leipzig 1913, 277-308; ARVEDSON T., Das Mysterium Christi, 
eine Studie zu Mt. 11, 25-30 (Dissertation), Uppsala 1937; Phil. 2, 6 und Mt. 
10, 39, in Studia theologica 5 (1951) 49-51; Larsson E., Christus als Vorbild, 
Lund 1962, 174. K , ice & 

_»* Botte D. B., La sagesse et les origines de la christologie, in Revue des 
sciences philosophiques et théologiques 21 (1932) 54-67. 
_ A connection of Col. 1, 15 with Ps. 89, 28 «b°kôr», rendered mpwtótoxoç 
in the Septuagint, is noted by Herne J., Die biblischen Grundlagen des christ- 
lichen Humanismus, Zürich 1946, 7. 
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«Firstborn of ‘a’ whole creation», rather than the 
tion, is the literal rendition of the Greek according to a 
recent study. Thus «firstborn» seems to refer to a group or mass 
within the material-human reality: not explicitly reduced to «the 
saved» or anything like that; perhaps ultimately, like Paul’s «the 
many», not excluding the totality. The author nevertheless seems 
to quote approvingly the view of Saint Francis of Sales: «All was 
created for this divine man, who therefore is called firstborn of all 
creation», and local councils at Sardica, Toledo, Milan, and Ephe- 
sus, pronouncing Jesus to be «firstborn» as man, «sole-born» as 
God *#. 

An article about the Firstborn Christ was written by one of 
Teilhard’s Jesuit confreres in the theological seminary at Hastings, 
apparently while they were residing there together *. Durand firmly 
dismisses Christ’s primogeniture as purely a metaphor of sove- 
reignty. As he sees it, the firstborn of creation probably meant to 
Paul the same thing that it certainly meant in the Jewish Messia- 
nic tradition, «sovereign of the whole world» as man and media- 
tor. This perspective fits well enough the «primacy» of Paul's 
verse 18, which we will see to dominate the notion of «Scotist 
cosmic Christ» fostered by present-day Franciscans “. It is to be 
hoped that this emphasis on «sovereignty» would not lead to that 
kind of extrinsic and paternalist Christology which made Teilhard 
unhappy, as would be the case if Christ was «firstborn of creation» 
only because he is its boss and ruler. 


nother fairly 


3. Origin and goal. In verse 16 two prepositional phrases ae 
used for what we have considered to mean «origin» and «goal» 
of creation. About els abtév as goal there can scarcely be any 


l “nod 
. jt RomuaLpus [Van DeLFT], Christus, de eerstgeborene van de Sane te 
in Studia catholica 18 (1942) 155-171; FRaNcis oF SALES, Traité de la 
Dieu 2, 4 (Oeuvres, IV, Annecy 1892, 99-104). . religieuse 
© Durano A., Le Christ «premier-né», in Recherches de science rettgt 
1 (1910) 56-66. Epistles to 
“3 Apsott T. K., A critical and exegetical Commentary on the. the Jews 
the Ephesians and the Colossians, Edinburgh around 1900, au ke it to 
understood Tpwtdtoxog as a Messianic title; Eadie and cy recreate prio- 
mean sovereignty, Alford and Lightfoot also though subordinatedly by the 
rity; page 214, Abbott holds an exemplary cause, as maintaine oe 
Schoolmen, cannot be meant, because éxtia$y is «was actually created». 
“ See above footnote 1 and below footnotes 100 and 145. 
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doubt, even though in xowń Greek the preposition «into» is often 
used carelessly for «in» without implying movement. 

We must compare here I Cor. 8, 6: «For there is one God, 
the Father, from whom (2§ od) [ ] all things and we unto him ( etc 
xòtóv ), and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom (80d ) [ ] all things 
and we through him (8’aét0d)». The twofold empty brackets are 
intended to call attention to a recent claim that the simple copula 
should not be supplied, as would normally be our tendency. Rather 
an active verb of movement like «we are on the march from God», 
would correspond to the dynamic movement expressed inelg adtév*. 

The Cor. parallel helps us to understand also the sense in 
which it is legitimate to render ò? «òtoð as «Christ our origin». God 
the Father too is our «origin», 2 où, not as a «stuff out of which», 
but as the efficient cause. The Son, insofar as he is distinct from 
the Father in the work of creation, is the «Word» or image or 
pattern, expressing the whole of the creation-to-be-produced, and 
serving as design or blueprint to govern the production. In this 
sense the Word is just as truly at the origin of creation as is the 
(triune) efficient creator. 

In Col. 1,17 the incarnate Son is moreover called «principle». 
The Greek px may mean either «beginning» or «rule». Indeed, in 
the present context it has been found to have all the various senses 
(beginning, sum total, head, firstfruits) of Hebrew revit, which it 
is implicitly citing, from Gen. 1,1 via Prov. 8,22 as recognized 
already by Epiphanius “. The link with Prov. and Sap. 7,26 is fur- 
ther pursued in a thorough study of the recently-much-reappraised 
«Christ as ‘model’ for our imitation» ”. 


— 


4) Sacnarp F. M. M., A propos de I Cor. 8, 6, in Ephemerides theologicae 
Lovanienses 26 (1950) 54-58, page numbers furnished inaccurately by me to 
Theological Studies 24 (1963) 591. bs 

“ Burney C. F., Christ as the «ex of Creation, in Journal of Theological 
Studies 27 (1926) 173; S. EPIPHANIUS, Panarium adversus haereses III c. 7 
haeres, 73 (PG 42, 415)."Aexy in some cases (I Io. 1, 1; 2, 13; Hebr. 4, 3) means 

hrist’s part in creation, according to LinpesKoc G., Studien zum neutesta- 
Mentlichen Schöpfungsgedanken, I (Uppsala Universitets Arsskrift), Uppsala 
1952, 206; he refutes the effort to explain away the New Testament «protolo- 
&isch» significance of Christ by TESCHENDORF M., Der Schöpfungsgedanke im 
Neuen Testament, in Theologische Studien und Kritiken 104 (1932) 337-372. 
H “ Larsson, Christus als Vorbild, 190; BLicH J., Liturgical Mysticism, in 
ioe) ron Journal 2 (1961) 341; Dopp C. H., Gospel and Law, New York 
R ie. pees E-J, imita on ol God in iier ade 1960; THYSMAN 
3 tque de l'imitation du rist, in Ephemerides theologi ien- 
Ses 42 (1966) 138-176, l gicae Lovanien 
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Since the &ọxń of Col. 1,17 refers proximatel 
from the) dead», it seems to be a synonym of 
saw in Rom. 8,23. In both cases we have a term 
is often reproduced in English by «firstlings», 
examples of that «harvest» of New Life which Christ’s redemptive 
act has brought“. Though theàró of anazsyhis a synonym of ex, 
«from», still we would not detect here an echo of the é€ obin I Cor. 
8,6 describing the Father as «origin» of creation. 

"Apxy is a synonym of npwrdtoxos itself in the Greek Gen. 49,3, 
The famous crux of Io. 8,25, «[I am] theapx7 speaking to you», is 
apparently just a misunderstanding for «Why do I speak to you 
at all?». But in Apc. 3,14 Christ is the exh tis xtisews, which seems 
to be an equivalent of mpwtétoxog náonç xtloews, rather than the 


«auctor or (efficient) cause» suggested by Zorell’s New Testament 
dictionary. 


y to «the (risen 
anapxy) which we 
whose vagueness 
the earliest concrete 


4. Regarding the primacy of Christ expressed in verse 18 xput- 
ewy, we have noted the recent Franciscan emphasis on this as 
key to the sense of newtétoxcs, and our fear of a too extrinsic and 
paternalistic notion of «sovereignty»®. The word «primacy» as 
currently understood in Catholic hierarchical circles, «primatus of 
honor or jurisdiction», leaves too entirely out of account the tem- 
poral sense which is present in zpwtedwv as a synonym of TpPWTÉTOXOS. 

It is interesting to compare the original Jerusalem Bible Col. 
notes by Benoit with the vest-pocket abridgment, where we read: 


«Primacy of Christ: in the creation, verses 15-17, then in the new 
creation which is redemption, verses 18-20. The preexistent Ae EL 
regarded in the historical person of the Son of God made man (Phil. 
2,5), perfect image of God (Rom. 8, 29; II Cor. 4,4; Heb. 1,3); frst 
of creation by a primacy of excellence and causality (Io. 1,3; I Cor 8, ) 
rather than by a primacy of temporal priority». 


e 


„$ ELTESTER F. W., Eikon im Neuen Testament (Beiheft 23 to Zeitschrift 
für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft), Berlin 1958, 136, finds that t 


stroppe division , A : ‘ens, Neur 
chatel 1950), is of C. Masson's (Epitre de saint Paul aux Colossien 


invalidated by ignoring that öç ot y elxwv of Col. 1, 15 is P% 
Lannie T tox a haci 18: see above, footnote 12. PUS page ia 
i A an ichaelis f i z e o ' 
linked by him with Philo. is for neglecting the cosmic ro 


® See above, footnote 42; and below, footnote 100. 


THE SCOTIST COSMIC CHRIST 187 


To this, Benoit’s somewhat lengthier notes add: 


«Christ is clearly identified here with the eternally preexistent 
Logos... For Paul, the Incarnation has placed the human nature of 
Christ at the head, not only of the whole human race, but also of the 


whole created universe, indirectly [!] concerned with salvation as it 
was with the fault» 5, i 


If we are not mistaken, these formulations lay a discreet 
groundwork toward saving for the Incarnation that extrinsicism 
with regard to creation which we will presently see to be the Tho- 
mist position. In similar vein, the analysis of Rom. 8,22 f by Feuillet 
suggests that the whole creation is interested in men’s salvation 


only as consequence of the disturbance of creation wrought by 
men’s fall *. 


5. Fulness,nińpwpa.It is chiefly this word upon which the atten- 
tion of Pere Benoit’s several relevant researches is focused. Ge- 
wiess had held that the church includes only redeemed men, not 
the cosmos, and this «Church as fulness of Christ» takes precedence 
over the All”. A more recent volume claims that for Christ to be 
«head of the Church» logically precedes his being «head of the 
cosmos». Benoit demurs: 


«Not in Saint Paul’s view, whatever be the logic; Paul first con- 
ceived Christ as head-authority of the cosmic powers, then subsequently 
fused the themes of vital-principle head and body of Christ» 5. 


Since then we have the claim of Eduard Schweizer that in 
the Col. hymn taken over by the compiler of the epistle, Christ’s 
body is the All or cosmos which he «reconciles»; but some inser- 
tions made by the compiler himself alter the notion of body of 
Christ to mean the Church; and Christ’s work as head is conse- 
quently made out to mean to defeat the cosmic powers rather than 


Se 


5 BE itre aux Colossiens, Paris 1949, 55 f. 

51 fo ee A salvifique de Dieu d’après Vépitre aux Romains, 
in Revue Biblique 57 (1950) 381; L’Homme-Dieu considéré dans sa condition 
terrestre de serviteur et de rédempteur, in Revue Biblique 51 (1942) 58-79. 

2 Gewiss J., Die Begriffe xAnoobdy und nAfpwpa im Kolosser- und Epheser- 
brief, in Festschrift Max Meinertz, Vom Wort des Lebens (Neutestamentliche 
Abhandlungen, Ergänzungsband, 1), Münster 1951, 139. _ 

3 Benoit P., in Revue Biblique 71 (1964) 459, reviewing Du Ptgssts I. J., 
Christus as hoof van kerk en kosmos (Eph. - Col.) (Dissertation under N 
Ridderbos), Groningen 1962. 
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«reconcile» them, so that the cosmic significance of Christ is not 
in his Ascension binding heaven with earth, but in the apostolate 


. to all nations *. | 
Another line of thought would see in Christ’s «fulness» simply 


a term for his divine nature. It has been noticed that the Targums 
on Ps. 68,17 and III Reg. 8,27 use similar terminology to express 
that YHwH made his «presence» (fekind) dwell upon men 5. 

For Benoit, the «fulness» of Col. 1,19 was rightly seen by Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia to mean neither (exactly) the Church nor the 
divine nature, but rather the cosmic extension of the work of 
Christ, as distinct from Christ’s (mystical) «body». This body 
always means man as saved, or the Church, and is a figure bor- 
rowed not from pagan or Gnostic images but from Hebrew corpor- 
ate solidarity *. 


5 SCHWEIZER E., Die Kirche als Leib Christi in den paulinischen Antile- 
gomena, in Theologische Literaturzeitung 86 (1961) 245; Church as the Missio- 
‘nary Body of Christ, in New Testament Studies 8 (1961) 1-11. - Col. 1, 15 is 
called a «first-rate missionary text» by BürkLe H., Die Frage nach dem 
«kosmischen Christus» als Beispiel einer Gkumenisch orientierten Theologie, 
in Kerygma und Dogma 11 (1965) 104, citing Rosenkranz G., Die Rede vom 
kosmischen Christus innerhalb der indischen Geisteswelt, in Evangelische 
Tesoro etsek (1963) 159; and Gattoway A. D., The Cosmic Christ, New 

or ; 

5 AALEN S., Begrepet nìńpwpa i Kolosser- og Efeserbrevet, in Tidsskrift 
for Teologi og Kirke 23 (1952) 58. 

% Benoit P., Corps, tête et plérôme dans les épitres de la captivité, in 
Revue Biblique 63 (1956) 544 (= Exégèse et théologie, II, Paris 1961, 107- 
153). On page 131, Benoit finds exaggerated the claim that even among Old 
Testament and Hellenistic sources «head» implies salvation (Cf. GONZÁLEZ 
Ruiz J. M., Sentido soteriológico de wsyarńý en la cristologia de San Pablo, 
in Anthologia annua, I, Romae 1953, 185-224). The sense of mìńýpwpa as comple- 
ment, i.e., the Church, is with Chrysostom preferred by JAVIER M. A VALLISO- 
LETO, Christi «pleroma» iuxta Pauli conceptionem, in Verbum Domini 14 
(1934) 49-55. Now AHERN B., The Christian’s Union with the Body of Christ 
i Cor., Gal. and Rom., in Catholic Biblical Quarterly 23 (1961) 200, favors 

ATA L., Christ in the Theology of Saint Paul, New York 1959, 429432, 
o J.A.T. Robinson, in their insistence (against Prat and Allo) that Chri 
faa belong not to a mystical Christ but to the organism of his risen 
See see DurrweLL F. X., The Resurrection, New York 1960, 108-150; 
E Ge By J., The Mysteries of Christianity, Saint Louis 1946, 357-430. BEST 
Saoi qk in Christ, London 1955, 115, notes Lohmeyer, Dibelius, Kase 
sess A 2 | aox holding that in Col. the body of Christ does not as in the 
ab es consist only of believers united in Christ, but is now seen 
te ave png the entire universe; page 124, verses 19 f, would indeed seem 
preeiinence eee not for Christ's headship over the Church, but for the 
to it; page 16 a all things (which) includes the Church but is not equivalent 
cludin SA the Church as body consists of redeemed humanity, not in- 
Kirche urd oreu powers or the whole creation. See further WARNACH V. 

mos, in Emonps H., Enkainia, Düsseldorf 1956, 184196; 
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For Gnosticism, «the whole cosmos is a great ‘body’, and this 
even in its primary sense», The alleged Gnostic influences on the 
Dead Sea Scrolls have been discussed largely in relation to echoes 
of the Essenes discerned in Lightfoot’s commentary on the epistle 
to the Colossians *. Again the inquiries of Martin in the wake of 
Norden find Col. 1, 15-20 to be «a gnostic myth of primal man 
adapted to pure Christian theology» ®. Depending on how well it 


WAGENFUHRER M. A., Die Bedeutung Christi fiir Welt und Kirche: Studien zum 
Kolosser- und Epheserbrief, Leipzig 1941. 

57 Dupont J., Gnosis: la connaissance religieuse dans les épîtres de saint 
Paul, Louvain 1949, 432; page 423, on màńpwpa -oõðpa passages of Eph. 3, 19; 
Col. 1, 15: «Christ does not appear solely as ‘head’ of the Church, to the 
exclusion of those heavenly powers which are not part of it; the ‘body’ now 
extends beyond the Church and opens out cosmic perspectives»; page 175, 
Paul’s antithesis of pvxtxóç - mvevpatixdg, Í Cor. 15, 44, is based on Gen. 2, 7 
as in Philo. - DIBELIUS M., An die Kolosser, Epheser, an Philemon (LIETZMANN 
H., Handbuch zum Neuen Testament, 12), Tübingen 1953, 11, sees Christ of 
Col. 1, 16 as the Gnostic Urmensch, and as World-Soul and Creator; this 
otherwise un-Pauline Christology becomes intelligible when we take into ac- 
count the Colossae adversaries. SCHMITHALS W., Paulus und die Gnostiker: 
Untersuchungen zu den kleinen Paulusbriefen (including Rom. 16 but not 
Col.) (Theologische Forschungen, 35), Hamburg 1965. BoRNKAMM G., Die Hä- 
resie des Kolosserbriefes, in Das Ende des Gesetzes: Paulusstudien (Beiträge 
zur evangelischen Theologie, 16), Miinchen 1952, 139-156, holds on pages 147 ff 
a fringe-Jewish redemption Gnosis. LYoNNET St., Les adversaires de Colosses 
as part of L’étude du milieu du_Nouveau Testament, in Biblica 37 (1956) 
27-32, commends Dupont; and in L’hymne christologique de l’Epitre aux Co- 
lossiens et la fête juive du Nouvel An (Philon. Spec. Leg., 192), in Recherches 
de science religieuse 48 (1960) 93-100, finds at Colossae a syncretism of lar- 
gely Jewish inspiration. But Gnosis is not mentioned, and the adversary- 
syncretism is hard to name and pertains to no recognizable system, for 
STAaB K., Briefe an die Epheser... Kolosser, Würzburg 1954, 47; see his Pau- 
luskommentare aus der griechischen Kirche (Neutestamentliche Abhand- 
lung ü 33. r i 

a E Saint Paul’s Epistles to the Colossians and to Phile- 
mon, 3. ed., London 1879, 349-419, has been a valuble mine for linking the 
Essenes with the Qumran Dead Sea community; see our Qumran «Sadducees», 
in Catholic Biblical Quarterly 17 (O'Hara Festschrift) (1955) 57. In pages 73 
tc 113 Lightfoot maintains that «the Colossian heresy» was Essene with a 
Gnostic turn. Pleroma is a Gnostic term for «the totality of divine powers 
and attributes» (p. 102. 159). Ibid. 101: «A perverted view respecting the na- 
ture of the mediation [of the Logos between God and creation] lay at the 
root of the heretical teaching of Colossae»; ibid. 148: «The history of the 
patristic exegesis of [mpwtotoxos, chiefly meaning priority and secondarily so- 

vereignty: above, footnote 43] is not without a painful interest», namely 
- its referral to the Incarnate Christ as an ad hoc expedient against Arius. 
But our Col. passage is a baptismal liturgy containing none of the alleged 
allusions to heresies rampant at Colossae, according to KASEMANN E., Eine 
urchristliche Taufliturgie, in the (1949 not 1954!) R. Bultmann Festschrift, 
Stuttgart 1949, 143. ree 

S MARUR R. P., An Early Christian Hymn (Col. 1, 15-20), in Evangelical 
Quarterly 36 (1964) 195-205. According to ROBINSON J. M., A formal Analysis 
of Col. i, 15-20, in Journal of Biblical Literature 76 (1957) 279, this passage 
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was «adapted», we may or may not be disposed to admit that the 
Pauline firstborn Christ is an image borrowed from a creation myth, 

TAvjpwpa is indeed in Eph. 1,23 linked with the body, of Eph. 
4,16 and I Cor. 12,27; but 


«the mìńpwpa declarations of Col. set forth the full unity of ope- 
ration between God and Christ in such a way as to safeguard their 
personal being and safeguard also monotheism: God works through 
Christ in his whole fulness (1, 19), his whole being-God (2,9)» ®, 


Mussner’s failure to find a cosmic nuance in TAyjowue is called 
by Benoit «too timid, not to say inexact». There is cogency in 
Goguel’s claim that Eph. 1, 10.22 depicts «a restoration» in Christ 
which engulfs the whole universe, so that redemption is no longer 
merely personal but cosmic. However, Benoit adds that «recapi- 
tulation» is a more accurate term than restoration, and 


«the redemption of the [infra-human] creation is not primary but 
in spite of itself... In Eph. one is conscious of penetrating, at the side 
of the truly Pauline idea of vanquishment of the celestial powers in 
a redemptive triumph, to the new concept of a redemption engulfing 
them in a vast cosmic salvation of which human salvation is [an 
aspect ]» 3, 


like Hebr. 1, 3, «moves from the imago Dei and tà navra concepts of pre- 
existent, to the victory over the spirit world at the exaltation»; similarly 
H. Hegermann’s Halle dissertation reported in Theologische Literaturzet- 
tung 85 (1960) 468. 

 DELLING G., MAygéu, in KITTEL G., Theologisches Wörterbuch zum Neuen 
Testament, VI, Stuttgart 1959, 302. There is no article on pleroma in Reli- 
gion in Geschichte und Gegenwart, 3. ed. BocpasavIcH M., The idea of «Plero- 
ma» in the Epistles to the Colossians and Ephesians, in Downside Review 
83/271 (1965) 118-130, concludes that it is a term to «build with» rather than 
to define. 

.. °, Mussner F., Christus, das All und die Kirche: Studien zur Theolo- 
gie des Epheserbriefes (Trierer theologische Studien 5), Trier 1955; BENOIT, 
Exégése et théologie, II, 164. be: 

€ GosueL M., Esquisse d'une solution nouvelle du problème de Lepiti 
aux Ephésiens, in Revue de Vhistoire des Religions 111 (1935) 254-284; 11 
(1935) 73-99; page 98, the imitations of Col. in Eph. are an interpolation 
rather than as Benoit claims a development within the Pauline corpa 
Proved page 83 from xpwtedwv of Col. 1, 18 expressing fleetingly the whole 
et Pe er preoccupation of the author, as in Eph. 1, 22. In Le caractêre 
Revue qaae élément cosmologique dans la sotériologie paulinienne, D 

Chien a tstoire et de philosophie religieuses 15 (1935) 335-359; page ) 
Pecas he Dee to the «elementary cosmic powers» (otoyeta = the stars) 
trasted a ara them; this is the sense of rpwteswy in Col. 1, 18 as co” 

Tenet t%26 ; Page 345 rejects the view of Lierzmann H. An die 


Romer, Tiibi 3 
tude of donee n 1933, 85, that the «corruption» of Rom. 8, 21 means serv! 


© BENOIT P., L’'hori 


Biblique 46 (1937) 351 (ox paulinien de lépître aux Ephésiens, in Revue 


= Exégése et théologie, II, 62). 
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Benoit’s view of Christ’s cosmic functions approaches the «pa- 
ternalistic and extrinsic» by focusing on the defeat or management 
of the «spirit-powers» by Christ. This is faithful to the ad hominem 
character of Paul’s attack on actual gnosticizing adversaries at 
Colossae. This approach to one special threat against Christ’s pri- 
macy is not opposed to, or even ultimately explainable otherwise 
than as, a function of Christ as firstborn of creation to the exclu- 
sion of such mythic cosmic powers. 


The «recapitulation» of all things in Christ, of Eph. 1,10, is 
specially considered here by Mooney “, in his article which conclu- 
des with this citation: 


«It would not be extravagant, as long as it was done with prudence, 
to conceive the evolution of the world as an orientation toward 
Christ... The only danger to be avoided is the suggestion that such 
evolution is an ascent which the world accomplishes by forces which 
are wholly its own. If what St. Paul says in Col. 1,15 is true and not 
softened by some moralistic interpretation, if furthermore the world 
as a whole, including therefore its physical reality, is actually in process 
of reaching in and through Christ that final state in which God is all 
rea then the line of thought we are developing here cannot be entirely 
alse» ©, 


6. Finally we have rendered as «principle of unification of all 
things» the term of Col. 1,20 «to reconcile all things in-[to] him». 
The Greek xataAAc&Eat is literally «readjust». It is in fact used by 
Paul for reconciliation, for example of a woman with her deserted 
husband (I Cor 7,11); and also for men’s reconciliation with God 
after he has become offended by sin (Rom. 5,10). In II Cor. 5,18, 
God is said to have «readjusted us to himself through Christ and 
given us a ministry of readjustment», but Paul goes on «in the 
Same way that God has been readjusting the cosmos to himself in 
Christ». 


ee ee 


6 MOONE . F., The Body of Christ in the Writings of Teilhard de 
Chardin, in SA oneal Studies 25 (1964) 576. 610. In reviewing Le premier 
Teilhard: le Christ et le Monde, in Etudes (1965) 658 f, on Col. 1, 15, Chri- 
Stian d’Armagnac observes: «Teilhard insisted greatly on the continuity bet- 
Ween the creative action of God and the unifying work of the Incarnate 

ord, the second harmoniously prolonging the first through showing God's 
gratuitous love», citing Pierre de Lorea, «the Incarnation was profitable to 
the entire universe». eee 

6 RaHNER K., Theological Investigations, New York 1960, 165 (= Probleme 
aa (Christologie von heute [Schriften zur Theologie], I, Einsiedeln 1958, 
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How does Christ reconcile the things which are «in the skies, 
or in heaven? This is referred to the Angels’ «need of the grace of 
Christ», in an article written by the present Secretary of the Bi. 
blical Commission *. But it is doubtful that Paul could have been 
thinking of the «reconciliation» of any real Spirits, either the good, 
who did not need any, or the evil, whose redemption is unknown 
to Christian tradition ”. 

Actually any reconciliation among individual intellectual beings 
is a «unification», a breaking down of barriers and divisions. How- 
ever, in choosing «unification» to express such root senses of 
xat-æ\à&ķaæt as «reduced otherness» or «redirected alteration», we 
have admittedly drawn Paul’s text a step closer toward the teil- 
hardian vision of creation itself as a continuing cosmic process 
tending through multiplicity toward unity. 


IV. - PRE-THIRTEENTH-CENTURY POSING OF THE PROBLEM 


The Fathers of the Church do not discuss whether Christ is 
head of the material creation even to the extent that he would 
have become incarnate if there had been no sin. Not long ago 
there was discovered such a declaration in the works of Isaac of 
Nineveh (a.D. 700) ®. This is a surprising anticipation, outside the 
stream of Latin theology, of a doctrine which became discussed 
only in a much later setting. More surprisingly still the statement 
was somehow omitted in the English translation by Wensinck °. 


Anselm of Canterbury finished his course in 1109. «Why did 
God become man?» the title of his major work, seems an obvious 


* Wameaco B, N., «Per eum re ili i ; (Col. 1, 
i pie conciliare... quae in coelis sunt» \ 
ie He Revue Biblique 55 (1948) 3542; see mow MAURER C., Die Begründung 
Ding chaft Christi über die Mächte nach Kolosser 1, 15-20, in Wort un 
n patheb Jahrbuch 4 (1953) 79-93, ‘cease 
39 Die «Versöhnung» (Kol. 1, 20), in Tübinger theologt 
pri a a ane (1948) 442-462: ahs is et ee is «the whole order of 
, y men’s sin. ; 
583-586): ‘Hane NINIVE, De perfectione religiosa, (ed. BEDJAN P., Paris nis 
carnation in Rech L, Un précurseur de la théorie scotiste sur la fin de 
69 WENSINCk Aes de science religieuse 22 (1932) 316-320. dam 
1923. . J., Mystic Treatises by Isaac of Niniveh, Amster 


/ 
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step toward answering the question as posed above”, To have no 
rational answer to Anselm’s question, «Why a God-man?» would 
show up badly the alleged «reasonableness» of Christian dogma, 
though of course what is a mystery cannot be «proved» or even 
«adequately explained» 7, 

It has been pointed out that authors such as Josson are anach- 
ronistic in looking to Anselm’s essay for the answer to a question 
raised later about the motives of the Incarnation”. He nowhere 
shows concern over whether Christ was incarnate only to repair 


the original fault; his viewpoint is only after the event: if man is 
to be restored, the Incarnation is necessary: 


«His aim was, to present to the faithful as well as to ‘unbelievers’ 


one single same ‘demonstration’ of the ‘neccesity’ of the redemptive 
Incarnation, which would be valid for all» 3, 


Anselm attacks those who say the Incarnation and Passion 
were unnecessary. But his own «rationes necessariae» mean not 
merely the conclusion of a deductive process, nor do they deny 
God’s freedom; they express only men’s «need of salvation» ”. 

Anselm’s inquiry marks a step beyond the previous perspectiv- 
es. Even though it is still far off from the inquiry about whether 
the Incarnation would have happened without the fall, still its 
hinting at the shape of things to come is admitted in Haubst’s 
Thomist-slanted research by severely calling Anselm’s position «a 
novelty abandoning the concrete salvation-history situation for an 
unreal hypothesis». 


Rupert of Deutz is the first (apart from Isaac) to have asked 
the question in that «contrary-to-fact» form, around 1100 or during 


7 Hausst R., Das hoch- und spdtmittelalterliche «Cur Deus homo?», in 
Münchener theologische Zeitschrift 6 (1955) 302-313. 5 diese EE 
71 S. ANSELMUS, Cur Deus homo? I c. 1 (PL 158, 361); arer. Theolocis 

See Geyer B., Zur ' Deutung von Anselmus «Cur Deus homo?», in g 
| ig ne ee e sa vie et son traité des motifs de l'Incarna- 
ti ? i X s 
eee aa Pourquoi Dere fait homme (Sources chré. 

‘ . N, op. cit. 66. ; f 

go Behe tee ee 1 c. 5 (PL 158, 361); De incarnatione 
6 (ed. SCHMITT A. Florilegium patristicum, 28, Bonn 1931, 2. 70). See 
so DONDAINE A., La question «De necessitate Incarnationis» de Robert Kil- 


gg, O. P., in Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 8 (1936) 


tiennes 
7 


Verbi c 


B- De doctrina Ioannis Duns Scoti - Vol. III 
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Anselm’s last years. Rupert proceeds to cite various eviden 


7 ces sup- 
porting really a negative answer. Still he adds: 


«The real question is whether it was in some way necessary f 
the human race that the God-man should become lord and king OF 7 
Certain it is that the saints and elect would have been born if there 
was no sin» ”5. 


The conclusion seems to be that their sanctity would still have 
had to be grounded in the Incarnation. 


Alexander of Hales, the Franciscan leader one century later in 
1200, takes up Rupert’s question, but gives it an evasive answer: 


«Even if human nature had not fallen, there would still be a certain 
suitableness in the Incarnation» ”, 


This answer, by accentuating the positive, rather favors the 
eventual Scotus reply. The term «suitableness» recalls to us how 
the reliance of Scotus on his «argument from suitableness» was 
to give a decisive boost to the theology of the Immaculate Con- 
ception. 

However, the successor of Alexander was Odo Rigaldi; and 
he refuted Alexander’s teaching on the ground that God cannot 
be held to do everything best 7, 


Albert the Great, in his early Summa on the Incarnation 
around 1200, set down as the sole motive of God’s becoming man 
«the relief of misery». But in his later commentary on Peter Lom- 
bard he declares expressly, though as a mere personal opinion, that 
the Son of God would have become man even in case there had 


c 


75 RUPERTUS Turttensis, De gloria et honore Filii hominis (PL 168, i 
On the other hand, in his De operibus Spiritus Sancti II c. 6 (PL 167, pei 
Aa reasons why the Incarnation would not have happened ap 
._ 76 ALEXANDER HAL. S. theol. III n. 23 (IV 42). But in II-I n. 85 (I 108) 

; Ə. n ‘“ : » 
teas by Havsst R., Das hoch--und pamilet ie «Cur Deus ho acar- 
ee tener theologische Zeitschrift 6 [1955] 304), he says that the state 
of inn would have added nothing to the beauty of the universe een side 
Al ocence; whence Haubst concludes it is hard to know on whic 

exander really was. M., in 
dO RIGALDI, Quaestio de motivo Incarnationis (ed. BissEN J. Me < 
A, 7 [1932] 334-336). Bissen’s interpretation is challenged by bate 
@’Halés, in A udes de Rosny, O.F.M., Eudes Rigaud et la Somme d'Alexa 
p rchivum franciscanum historicum 33 (1940) 3-54. 
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been no sin. His reasons for this include God’s love and goodness, 
but more basically the old «suitableness». Creation comes from 
God and goes back to God in a sort of cycle, which can only be 
tapered off by the union of God and man, saving always God’s 
freedom and the supernatural mystery of such a union ”. 

Robert Grosseteste agreed with Alexander and Albert ”. 


V= THE AQUINAS AND ScoTus POSITIONS 


When Bonaventure succeeded to the Franciscan leadership af- 
ter 1250, he was confronted with a choice between the views of 
Alexander and Odo. Instead of merely giving his personal opinion, 
he is the first to outline proofs of the respective positions, both 
of which he qualifies as orthodox. He deals with the difficulty of 
how «the lesser can cause the greater», as would happen if Christ’s 
keystone position in the universe is held due to man’s fall. But 
he opts firmly for the prevalence of patristic tradition over theolo- 
gical reasoning and concludes that redemption from sin was the 
chief motive of the Incarnation ®. 


Thomas Aquinas, 


«early in his career and long before Scotus, had considered it pro- 
bable that the Incarnation would have taken place apart from men’s 
sin. At the end of his life, he puts himself definitely back into accord 
with the word of God [!], which knows only the Redemption, and he 


‘holds this is the motive, not exclusive but determinant, of the Incar- 
Nation» 81, 


With another recent Thomist we might more moderately say 


that Aquinas in his mature life declared that whether the Incarna- 
T 


78 S. ALBERTUS M., Sent. III d. 20 a. 4; d. 1 a. 1 (ed. BorGNET XXVIII 360. 
6). The citation from Summa de Incarnatione is given by Haubst from a 
Manuscript prepared for publication by I. Backes. See Hasert F., Die Inkar- 
nationslehre des hl. Albertus Magnus, Freiburg 1939, on Sent. III d. 20 a. 4. 


UNGER D. J., Robert Grosseteste Bishop of Lincoln (1235-1253), on the 
ean for the Incarnation, in Franciscan Studies 16 (1956) 1-36: a newly 
ila 


able manuscript, containing relevant statements from De cessatione 
galium and from Hexaemeron. 

A © S. Bonaventura, Sent. III d. 1 a. 2 q. 2 (III 23-25). See now SCHAEFER 
Si, The Position and Function of Man in the created World according to 
id Bonaventure, in Franciscan Studies 20 (1960) 261-316; 21 (1961) 233 


iin Corvez M., Le motif de l'Incarnation, in Revue Thomiste 49 (1949) 
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tion would have taken place apart from men’s sin «is not a Matter 
of great importance; simply a thing we cannot know»; so that ae 
the dialectical consequences to be drawn from revelation he does 
not set himself in opposition to Albert ®. In his commentary on 
Lombard, Aquinas still allows as probable Albert’s conclusion from 
the needed cyclic fulness of the universe ®. 

But the Summa theologiae reaches this view: 


. «Since in Scripture everywhere the reason of the Incarnation is 
assigned as the sin of the first man, it is more suitably [convenientius] 
held that the Incarnation was ordained by God for a remedy against 


sin. Thus if sin had not existed, neither would there have been an 
Incarnation» ®, 


As basis for this judgment, Aquinas makes his own the gloss 
which really adds nothing to the wording of I Tim. 1,5: «Jesus 
Christ came into the world to save sinners». The more authorita- 
tive gloss of Augustine is further cited: 


«There was no cause for the coming of Christ except to save 
sinners. If you postulate the non existence of the disease and wounds, 
then there is no reason for the medicine: ‘The Son of Man came to save 
what was lost’ (Lc. 19, 10). Therefore if man had not sinned, the Son 
of Man would not have come» ®. 


8 FereT H., M., A propos de la primauté du Christ, in Revue des scien- 
ces philosophiques et théologiques 27 (1938) 70; «creati in Christo Jesu». 
Essai de critique théologique, in Revue de sciences philosophiques et théo- 
logiques 30 (1941-1942) 101: the Thomist view is just a statement of revela- 
tion, almost without dialectic; page 132: the Church chose this least dialec- 
tical of her theologians as her Doctor Communis; if he had not fallen under 
a cloud in 1270-1277 the Church would have been spared the sterile wrang- 
ling which prompted Luther to exclaim: «It would have been a good baa 
for the Church and its theologians if there had never been born a Porphy- 
rius with his universals». : 22): 

® S. THomas, Sent. III d. 1 q. 1 a. 1 (ed. Moos M. F., Paris 1933, x, 
«Most of the Fathers say only because of sin. But some_[contemporarie 
say God’s aim was the exaltation of the race, so that the Incarnation WO 
have happened apart from sin. That too is probable». RAN- 

“ S. Tuomas, S. theol. III q. 1 a. 3 (XI 14). See now GARRIGOU-LAG 
GE R., De motivo Incarnationis: examen recentium obiectionum contra K 
Thomae [S. theol.] III q. 1 a. 3, in Acta Academiae Romanae S. Trami 
10 (1945) 7-45; Motivum Incarnationis fuit motivum misericordiae, in Ang 
cum 7 (1930) 289-302 . Glossa 

5 S. AUGUSTINUS, Sermones de Scripturis, sermo 175 (PL 38, 945); shes 
ordinaria (PL 114, 626) formerly attributed to Walafridus Strabo, now ra 2 
to Anselm of Laon: cf. SMaLLEY B., La «Glossa ordinaria», in Recherches p 
oe andene médiévale 9 (1937) 365-400; Gilbertus Un versas, a T 

on -1234 « ordinaria», s 
(1935) 235-262, ps nee the Problem of the «Glossa 


Á j Walafrid Strabon et t4 
«Glossa ordinaria», ibid. i6 (iaaa pas rigue aoe 
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The maxim here quoted is perhaps what prompted Henri 
Marrou to accuse Augustine of having caused «that atrophying 
of the cosmic bearing of Christian salvation» which Teilhard after 
a long time remedies *, 

Aquinas, however, elsewhere in the Summa strongly vindicates 
for Christ a preeminence in the whole of creation which (was exi- 
sting «already» and therefore) was not lost to him in his being 
handed over to death by God for men’s sin”. Our inserted word 
«already» hints at the distinction of successive acts in God, either 
according to their term or according to our mode of conceiving, 
which with some later Scholastics will become paramount. The 
Summa itself insists on the unicity of the act by which God pre- 
destined both the Incarnation and the saving of the elect ®. 

Despite the influence of Aquinas, the half-century between him 
and Scotus saw a universal acceptance of the Alexander-Albert 
thesis. 


Matthew of Aquasparta in 1282, dissenting from his admired 
Bonaventure, maintained that for the perfecting of the natural 
order the Incarnation was to be supposed ®, Raymond Lull in 1289 
affirmed that the primary aim of the Incarnation was not our re- 
demption but the showing forth and love of God %. Even the Tho- 
mist Pierre of Auvergne in 1298 distinguished God’s first intention 
as the elevating of human nature, from the redemption as his se- 
cond intention". Meanwhile at Oxford, following Roger Marston, 
William of Ware held that «the Incarnation without passibility» 


% DE BoIspEFFRE P., Problèmes actuels et pensée teilhardienne, in Revue 
générale Belge (1961), offprint p. 3; see now Scano E., Il cristocentrismo 
e t suoi fondamenti dommatici in Sant'Agostino, Torino 1951; THONNARD, F. J., 
Philosophie augustinienne et phénomène humain, in Revue des sciences 
religieuses 31 (1957) 275-289; page 285, Augustinianism is more suited to 
Teilhard’s worldview than Thomism; but (p. 288) Augustine first lays down 
the Catholic faith and then fits science, in Teilhard starts from facts and 

us they demand faith. 

S. THomas, S. theol. I q. 20 a. 4 ad. 1. 
„ Jbid. III q. 24 a. 3 f; also Contra gentiles I c. 66. l 
Sch ATTHAEUS DE AQUASPARTA, Quodl. V q. 4 (ed. in Bibliotheca franciscana 

Cholastica medii aevi, II, ed. 2, ad Claras Aquas 1957, 196-198), 
ti IMUNDUS LULLUS, Quaestiones per artem demonstrativam sey inven- 
'vam solubiles q. 29. oo ee 

ETRUS DE AUVERGNE, Quod. q. 2, cite om the Paris manuscri 
by Haus, in Münchener theologische Zeitschrift 6 (1955) 309. script 
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(a distinction borrowed from Bonaventure, later to Prove impor. 
tant) would have taken place apart from sin”. 
Duns Scotus will perhaps mean most to the religious think. 


ers of our generation as the man around whom Martin Heides 


Sger 
built his doctoral formation ”. Many of us also, too many, have 


learned to stereotype Scotus as the inventor of a glib formula, 
«formalis a parte rei», for slipping between hammer and anvil in 
the Thomist controversy on real distinction between essence and 
existence. It seems somewhat less than fair to take up any theo- 
logical insight linked to his name without locating it in the per- 
spective of that whole system of formal-real distinction. But the 
compartmentalization of science forces us to leave our findings 
open at this point for that technical treatment which only a philo- 
sopher can undertake. 

Scotus in the Ordinatio asserted that the Incarnation was not 
necessarily bound to man’s fa!l as a «conditio sine qua non», because 
Christ could also in other conceivable situations have become man *. 
In this there is no dissent from the teachings of Bonaventure and 
Aquinas. He distinguished a series of five acts in God. First he reco- 
gnizes himself as supreme good. Secondly he recognizes all creatable 
trings. Thirdly he predestines to glory and grace. Fourthly he fore- 
sees those who will fall in Adam. Fifthly he foresees his means 
of rescuing them ®. 


In this series, Christ as man takes his place in the third step, 
among the elect, before the foreseeing of sin *%. 

These «signa rationis» undoubtedly betray a kinship to the 
sixteenth-century Nominalism threatening on the horizon. However, 
they are to some extent inseparable from any «analysis» of the 


ir 
92 BISsEN J. M., Une question inédite de Guillaume de Ware, O.F.M. st 
le motif de 


; R 
l'Incarnation, in Etudes franciscaines 46 (1934) 218-222; OO aque! 
Marston, Quod. II q. 5, see Bonneroy J. F., La question hypol 


f A e 
«Utrum si Adam non peccasset...» au XIIIe siècle, in Revista Española d 
teología 14 (1954) 352. 


> HEIDEGGER M., Die Kategorien- und Bedeutungslehre des Duns Scotus, 
Tübingen 1916. See too B 


ERAUD DE SAINT Maurice, John Duns Seo z 955, 
Saou” our Time, (translated by C. Duffy), St. Bonaventure, N.Y. 
r : : : ichte 
* BALIĆ K., Duns Skotus’ Lehre iiber Christi Préddestination i Licht 
der neuesten Forschungen, in Wissenschaft und Weisheit 3 (1936) 24. 
Ord. III d. 19 q. un. n. 6 (ed. Vivzs XIV 714ab). 
Cf. Rep. III d. 7 q. 4 n. 5 (ed. Vives XXIII 303b). 
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many facets of theodicy which are all in God’s one simple indivi- 
sible act. 

{n the Reportatio Parisiensis the conclusion was reached that 
Christ did not enter into the system of either the natural or the 
supernatural world «by accident». God’s sovereign work could not 
have been the result of an «occasion» or incidental event that 
might not and indeed should not have happened ”. 


Six Reserves about the role of Scotus. The above well-sifted 
facts seem to connect the «Scotist theory of the motive of the 
Incarnation» ineluctably with Duns Scotus. And really, this situa- 


tion is not essentially changed by six important qualifications which 
have now to be made. 


1. In preparing a definitive edition of the Scotist corpus, Balić 
came up with a proof that the «Scotist» thesis is completely ex- 
pressed only in the Reportationes, edited by pupils, and not in 
Scotus’ Ordinatio®. In the Ordinatio, known also as the Opus 
Oxoniense, Scotus himself denied that the fall was conditio sine 
qua non of the Incarnation, but did not say explicitly that the 
Incarnation would have taken place if man had not sinned. The 
Reportationes state categorically that the Word would have become 
man even if Adam had not sinned. In setting forth Balic’s dis- 
covery in English, Rabbitte claims that this last is «quite a dif- 
ferent doctrine» ®. 

Not all will agree that it is so altogether different. To deny 
that the fall conditioned the Incarnation may well seem to anyone 
but a Doctor Subtilis equivalent to saying that the actuation of the 
Incarnation was independent of the foreseen fall. Moreover, the 


ns 


i in Dictionnaire de 
” Ibid. Cf. onp [DE CourceRaULT], Duns Scot, in aire 
‘théologie catholivne IV. Baris 1939, 1891. HARAPIN Tu., De praedestinatione 


hristi iuxta inam B. I. Duns Scoti (Latin summary of O predestina- 
ciji Kristovoj peak Bi. Ivana Duns Skota, in Collectanea franciscana sla- 


that to revelation to establish his view; and that 
E A A E avoiding the «purely hypothetical», he really 
eld the Incarnation would have happened even if Adam had not sinned. 

8 Barié K. Duns Skotus’ Lehre, in Wissenschaft und Weisheit 3 (1936) 19- 
35; see also Uncrr D. J., Select Questions on the Final Cause of the Incarna- 
tion, in Franciscan Educational Conference 38 (1957) 46-76. 
: Rassitte E.. The «Motive» of the Incarnation: was Scotus a Scotist?, 
m Irish Ecclesiastical Record 65 (1945) 117-125; see also 70 (1948) 878-889. 


ROBERT NORTH 
200 


fact that the more explicit form attributed commonly to Scotus 
escaped detection and outcry for so long would seem to leave 3 
presumption in favor of his having really taught it, whether he 
wrote that particular page or not. At the very least it leaves ys 
fairly sure that Scotus never squarely posed the question with the 
intention of dissociating himself from the view which bears his 
name. 


2. Long before Balić’s discovery, there had already been advan. 
ced by other Franciscans a claim that in this discussion «Scotus 
was as remote from the Scotists as from ‘the Thomists» ™, This 
school sees paramount importance in the fact that Scotus never 
posed an unreal hypothesis, «what would have happened if...» 
Among those who commented on Scotus, the earliest to formulate 
the question in such a way as to return from unreality to historical 
reality was Dupasquier: 


«We inquire here whether in the eternal decree of the Incarnation 
God regarded man’s redemption by the death and blood of Christ in 
such wise that if Adam had not sinned nor thus needed redemption, 
in virtue of the existing decree Christ would not have come» ™, 


The position of Dupasquier and de Basly bears a similarity 


to the reformulation made by the Jesuit Billot in order to favor 
the Thomist solution: 


«The proposition ‘If man had not sinned, the Word would not 
have become incarnate’, is nothing other than a circumlocution to 
express the adequate end toward which God in fact foreordained the 
Incarnation... The whole assertion is limited to the decree now existing. 


It is asserted to be such that with sin removed its reason and end would 
no longer be there» 12, 


In spite of the emphasis laid by recent polemics, it would 
seem to me that the posing of the unreal hypothesis is an alto- : 
gether legitimate reframing of the question at issue. Or at worst 


—_—_—_—_——— ___ 


1 DE Basly D. M, L i ; ; i loin des 
; . M., Le vra ; n: Scot ausst 
Scotistes que des Thom t motif de l'Incarnatio 


i : ere by 

istes, in Revue Duns Scot 9 (1911) 149; cited b 

ep eae AE. M., De mente Ioannis Duns Scoti circa Be es incarnationis, 

o panum 32 (1957) 312. 317. i 1706, 153: 

dé: tales SP ASQUIER S., Summa theologiae scholasticae, V; Patavii ue ; 

ASTRIUS De DUS B., Clypeus  scoticae theologiae, IV, Venetiis HO. 206; 
KRISPER Ce MELDULA B., Disputationes in III Sent., 4, 1, Venetiis 171, 

12 Buio, 1 08i@ scholae scotisticae, III, Innsbruck 1748, 237. 
Lot L., De Verbo incarnato, 4. ed., Romae 1904, 33. 
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jt could be called an inescapable deduction from the basic position. 
As often happens in mastering the fine points of moral theology, 
a norm of profound importance and wide applicability can best 
be grasped as exemplified in an oversimplified and implausible 
border-line case. I believe that with this claim I rejoin the essential 


conclusions of Carmelite Xiberta’s elaborately documented re- 
search ™, 


3. A third avenue for cutting out the ground from under the 
objections to the Scotus view is represented by an article of As- 


souad. The sin of Adam is not the motive of the Incarnation itself, 
but of its modality in «passible» form ™. 


4. The manner in which many modern Franciscans seem to 
equate our present question with that of the Primacy of Christ in 
the existing creation seems to me of dubious validity. No party 
to the discussion has ever shown any inclination to deny that once 
his coming has been actuated or even decreed, Christ is the king 
and acme of creation. But there would seem to be a danger of 
inverting the question «whether sin or rather creation itself is the 
motive of the Incarnation» into «whether the Incarnation or God’s 
own Being is the motive of creation». This would head us toward 
a position basic to Malebranche, but really quite different from 
the one with which we are concerned ™: 


a 


, © Xiperta B. M., Tractatus de Verbo incarnato, II, Soteriologia, Ma- 
drid 1952, 659 f: the only reasonable way to pose the question is in view 
Of arriving at «a motive of such a kind that apart from it the Incarnation 
Would or would not have taken place»; in this sense we must say net ae i 

all is the motive of the execution of the Incarnation-decree es all ea 
admit) but not of the decree itself. Xiberta’s bibliography, p. 735-739, is sopra 
1957 ye patristic sources in his Enchiridion de Verbo incarnato, Ma 

, ; ; i 7 (1935) 
it ASsoy ' ae peccatum, in Studi francescani 7 ( 
217. As noticed by Cancun fe AC be mente Ioannis Duns Scoti ee Ga 
tionem Incarnationis, in Antonianum 32 (1957) 311-334, Pona k «Tradi. 
was holding as early as 1130 in De angelis et homine (PL 172, 1186): t evil 
tion Indeed Says that sin was cause of the Incarnation, but this of Christs 
rausing good; ‘sin really was only the cause of the passible ree ee 
by jano On page 329 concludes: «Scotus does not skirt the pro eg men 
ha the question ‘Would the Son of God have become Meee Nees 
ad not sinned’, though he does skirt the formulation itself». be d 
la ee YDIEU J. J., La création du monde et l'Incarnation du Verbe dans 
os 


i : itté lésiastique 36 
Ophie de Maleb he, Bulletin de Littérature ecc 
was) 3 Without the Mediator and his taking charge of matter, the world 
elli 


gible, impossible, inconceivable and pure nothingness». 
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«Without the Incarnation, creation would not ade 
served its purpose, viz. to give.the greatest possible gl 
For God to have created the material universe without 
end would not have been an act worthy of Himself» 1%, 


quately have 
ory to God.. 
any ulterior 


This article of one American Franciscan, despite the title which 
the above words belie, is rejected by another as «a reversal of the 
genuine, traditional Scotistic view» ™. The charge would seem to 
_ be warranted, but also to be valid against the many treatises which 
more eruditely and more guardedly set the actual primacy of Christ 
in the center of the discussion ™. 
Before leaving this topic we may call attention to the high- 
caliber disagreement between two Dominicans about the impar- 
tial exposition of Scotus’ view. In a recent volume of Bouéssé the 


relevant pages contributed by Jerusalem exegete Lemoine pose the 
question: 


«What is the motive, or rather the finality, of the Incarnation?... 
Is it willed for itself, for its own value as supreme communication of 
Being and perfecting of the universe?... Rather it had as its motive 
man’s sin, or more accurately God’s will of saving man from his sin. 
Otherwise we would have no answer to the objection of John of St. 
Thomas, ‘So then God willed the evil for the sake of the remedy’» ™. 


To all this Nicolas replies, firmly holding the Thomist position 
in essentials, but calling for greater fairness to Scotus on several 


details. Scotus proves that Christ cannot not have been, if he is 
the head of the natural universe: 


1% Father Georce, Incarnation is Complement of Creation: the. ga 
Scotus View, in American Ecclesiastical Review 88 (1933) 523 f. It is aa 
. remark that we have here basically a sermon for the feast of Chris 
the King. 

. W Menaca M. D., item 218 of the mimeographed bibliography prepared 
in continuance of his work on the popularizing volume Firstborn Son, he 

cago 1962. I have also been greatly helped by the use of the cae eae Oe 
bibliography and class-notes of Father Camillus Hay of the Franciscan 

ogy seminary of Melbourne. . imacy 

108 UNGER D., Franciscan Christology: Absolute and Universal aes sus 
of Christ, in Franciscan Studies 2 (1942) 430: «God predestined Christ at 
to be the Son of God absolutely and primarily for Christ’s own glory, 
that in the present economy of divine providence». ne Pe in 

-> LEMOINE F. M., La pensée «scotiste» et la pensée patristique, e 
Bouřťssé H., Le Sauveur du monde, I, La place du Christ dans le plan i- 

reu (Doctrina Sacra, 4), Chambéry 1951, 171-308. - In a more recent campy 
lation of BouëËssé H., Problèmes actuels de Christologie, Paris 1965, mhe p e 
cle of MARTELET G., SJ, Sur le motif de l'Incarnation, is favorable 359 is 
Boronia Position, at least from where the reviewer in Etudes (1965) 
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«Scotus did not say, as Bouéssé and many Scotists today make 
him say: ‘The world with Christ is more worthy of being willed than 
the world without Christ’» "2, 


Whether Scotus said that or not, what’s wrong with it? Surely 
some worlds God could have chosen are better than others, and 
are better than the one he actually chose. Surely a world with 
Christ in it is im some sense more pleasing to God. 


Nicolas’ scruple lies at the basis of similar charges which have 
been leveled against Teilhard "". In defending him, recourse is had 
to some astonishing declarations of the Greek Fathers. «We are 
God outside of God», attributed to Gregory of Nyssa, is paraphra- 
sed to mean, «only in us can God grow (grandir), and this is a 
formula used by the most orthodox theology» '”. 


5. A detail which so far has played no real part in the discus- 
sion just might turn out to yield an important clue. According to 
Lennerz, the principle «every reasonable willing of means to an 
end must involve prior willing of the end itself», was never applied 
by Albert or Aquinas or Bonaventure toward proving the gratui- 
tousness of predestination to glory. But it was so applied by Sco- 
tus. His disciples followed his example, and this view came even- 
tually to be merged with one of Henry of Ghent which in its origins 
had been altogether contrary‘. 


110 Nicotas M. J., Christologie, in Revue Thomiste 51 (1951) 665 f. 

11 The semi-official L'Osservatore Romano comment on the Holy Office 
Monitum of June 30, 1962, objects that for Teilhard God becomes somehow 
more perfect (or «gets more satisfaction») by the assimilation of the cosmos. 
Perhaps the danger is seen to lie in such passages as L’avenir de l'homme 
(Oevres, V), Paris 1959, 403: «Paul teaches us (I Cor. 15, 23) that when 
Christ has finished emptying selfishness out of all created forces (rejecting 
what dissociates and reanimating what unites), he will complete the univer- 
Sal unification by delivering himself in his total adult Body with capacity 
for Union definitively complete, to the embraces of the divinity. Thus will 

€ constituted the organic complex God and the World, the Pleroma. It is 
a mysterious reality which we cannot claim to be more beautiful than 
God ‘all alone, since God could have got along without the world. But nei- 
ther can we think of it as absolutely incidental, without making Creation 
Meaningless, the Passion of Christ absurd, and our own effort unappealing». 

12 Leys R., Teilhard dangereux? in Bijdragen 24 (1963) 9. 

.'3 Lennerz H., De historia applicationis principii «omnis ordinate volens 
Prius vult finem quam ea quae sunt ad finem» ad probandam gratuitatem 
Praedestinationis ad gloriam, in Gregorianum 10 (1929) 243. 246. 258. 
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6. Our final quibble about what Scotus real] 
the claim that it was no different from what Aqui 
not irreconcilably '*. This will turn out to unde 
which we will examine in both Suárez and Molina. But even af 
them, there has been registered in our time a certain tina 
for this alleged needless multiplying of entifications. i 

An article and then a book by Rocca and Roschinj find the 
controversy irksome and readily dissolved; they class pretty much 
everything which has been written on our subject during these 
seven centuries as sterile diatribes "5, One has an uncomfortable 
impression that their real impatience is against metaphysical obs. 
tacles to drawing the mother of Jesus into the forefront of the 
discussion, though in what regards this perspective the Servite 
authors have been anticipated and outstripped by their critics", 
Roschini has been claimed to assert that he is a Thomist and yet 
to defend the essential Scotist theses "”. At any rate the pair held 
that the primary motive of the Incarnation is the divine choice 
of the present order in such wise that no certain conclusion can 
be drawn as to whether Christ would have become man if Adam 


y held Cone 

e 
nas held, at leas, 
rlie the POSitions 


114 CARMELO DE ITURGOYEN, De Incarnationis motivo ac de Christi ee 
primatu, in Collectanea franciscana 7 (1937) 161-178. 341-356; BIFFI vi ol. 
dell’Incarnazione e primato di Cristo, in La Scuola Cattolica 88 (196 hae 
260; so also FÉreT H. M., «Creati in Christo Iesu». Essai de critiaue ‘96.132 
gique, in Revue des sciences philosophiques et théologiques 30 Seen a 
according to KNoLL A. M., Thomismus und Skotismus als Standestheotog pe 
die soziologische Bedeutung der thomistisch-skotistischen SON er role 
Verbum caro factum, in Karl-Adam-Festschrift (Abhandlungen iiber plished 
gie und Kirche), Düsseldorf 1952, 225-239, (not Vitae et Veritati, Pet view 
for his eightieth birthday at Düsseldorf in 1956); p. 228, the Thoma ionist 
is evolutionist; the Scotist cosmic-Christ grows out of the an Thomism 
assumption that the better cannot come out of the inferior; p. 2 ‘ 
1s pastoral, Scotism gives secular status to Church scholarship, assented di 

us Rocca G. - RoscHINI G., Intorno alla ragione primaria dell'es rimaria 
Cristo e della Madonna, in Marianum 3 (1941) 301-371; De ratione Titentiae 
exsistentiae Christi et Deiparae: novum tentamen conciliationts Incarnatio- 
Thomisticae cum sententia Scotistica circa sic dictum motivum 
nis, Romae 1944, 133. < Virgin M 

116 UNGER D., The Absolute Primacy of Christ Jesus and his Vire 52 | 1952) 
according to St. Lawrence of Brindisi, in Collectanea franciscana 5 
117 ff: «In this matter, whatever is said of Christ holds of Mary tom 
observing, of course, the principle that Mary is under Christ. x 
mons, St. Lawrence himself puts Mary on a par with [no long s shares 
Christ in this matter... [In his Opera, IX, 639, the foster-father of Jesu Sudy”. 
the absolute Primacy], so we could have included St. Joseph in tind to Fa 

"7 UNGER D., The Primary Reason for the Incarnation accorat 
ther Roschini, in Antonianum 34 (1959) 445. 
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had not sinned. The alternative to their position is this preliminary 
admission of Brinkmann, «From what Paul does say about Christ’s 
status, it may well be that conclusions can be drawn» ", 


VI. - AFTER THE THIRTEENTH CENTURY 


Whatever Scotus himself, as distinct from his students, may 
have intended to maintain, the view attached to his name is not 
unworthy of him and was unanimously regarded as tenable by 
the unity of Christendom up through the Reformation. This is the 
major point at issue in the cross-examination of Teilhard. 

John of Saint Thomas and Cajetan were the most eminent 
continuing defenders of the Thomist view. They were well grounded 
in Scripture, patristic tradition, and the authority of St. Thomas, 
and do not seem to have added to the discussion any elements that 
call for mention here '”. SA 

Nicholas of Cusa (1401-1464), despite the reserves of his «edu- 
cated ignorance», puts great stress on the centrality of Christ in 
the universe, really in the tradition of Raymond of Lull”. Nicholas 


«unfolds the natural and supernatural uniqueness of the hyposta- 
tically united sacred humanity of Jesus. It realizes in itself all possible 
human and spiritual perfections, contains mediatorially within itself 
all redemptive grace and supernatural perfecting. It is not only de facto, 
but also in the one sole eternal divine plan of providence and salvation, 
the culmination and goal for which God made the whole universe. Does 
not this amount to an ‘absolute’ predestination anterior to the Fall? 
[Not really, because] God’s providence does not reckon after the fashion 
of human hypotheses and thought sequences» ™, - 


Bernardine of Siena (1380-1444) may also be reckoned as a 
Step in the development of the Christocentric world view, be it only 
because of the impulse he gave to rendering more prominent the 
name of Jesus 2, 


a 


nice] BRINKMANN B., Die kosmische Stellung des Gottmenschen in pauli- 

note iq Sicht, in Wissenschaft und Weisheit 13 (1950) 7; see below, foot- 
a See the citation documented by footnote 109 above. 

191 Haugst R., Die Christologie des Nikolaus von Kues, Freiburg 1956, 

12 Haugs h ?», i i ; Ze; 

schrif t6 (loss at asin «Cur Deus homo?», in Miinchener theologische Zeit- 

ERNET F., Bernardin de Sienne, in Dictionnaire de théologie catholi- 


lue, II, Paris 1933, 187-791. 
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Ambrose Catharinus is a colorful scholar who in 1 
lished an Opusculum de Christi praedestinatione. He was 
nican, but a rather difficult character who 


542 pub. 
a Domi. 


«turned far away from the traditions of his Order in holding that 
the redemption was not the motive of the Incarnation» 13, 


For this or similar deviationism, the Dominican editor Man- 
donnet did not wish any account of him to appear in Dictionnaire 
de théologie catholique under his religious name, so he has to be 
looked up there as «Lancelot Politi». 

Giacomo Nacchianti was also a Dominican, who became Bishop 
of Chioggia. Before detailing his relevance to the Scotist contro- 
versy, it may be well to outline here his monumental importance 
for one of the most agitated issues of the mid-twentieth century. 

It was he who at the Council of Trent protested against the 
formula that God’s revelation was contained partly in Scripture 
and partly in tradition. History has recently vindicated the impor- 
tance of this single-handed resistance to the inclination of his fellow 
bishops to drive a wedge between Catholics and Lutherans. Intri- 
guingly, that partly-partly formula seems to have first crawled into 
the Catholic stream froin the researches of a defender of the faith 
named Henry VIII, Whatever may have been the reason, or 
whatever the influence of Nacchianti, the final redaction of Trent's 
decree replaced the partim-partim with a less intransigent formula, 
capable of the interpretation «God’s revelation is wholly in Scriptu- 
re and wholly in tradition»: it is wholly in Scripture in the sense 
in which it is anywhere in Scripture, not as an encyclopedia or 
abstract synthesis, but as the vital and somewhat random histo 
rical expression of a wider living faith. Such at least is the inter 


pretation promoted by Geiselmann and popular in recent ecume 
nical circles 3. 


-_-———_____ 


ee a! 

`? GORGE M. M., Politi, in Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, ir 
ye 1935, 2427; Paouint F. M., De eximia Bee Christi fratr 

m ety Catharini Politi, O.P., Bastia 1937. 

ps A AVARD G., Holy Writ or Holy Church, New York 1960, 132. ted into 
the pa y survey of Geiselmann and his critics has been incorpora ure? 
ii a din Ps my colleague VAN ACKEREN G., Is All Revelation in nes 254; 
now carried fora g oatolic Theclasiod Society Oi pe yn atho- 
lic Biblical Quarterly 3 (1965) Jisan Mre ee 
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This same Nacchianti, although he was a Dominican, was also 
the Trent era’s most vigorous defender of the view that the pri- 
mary motive of the Incarnation was Christ’s uniqueness rather than 
the redemption 126. 

With Trent we are brought to the era of the Jesuit counter- 
reform theologians and their challenge to the Thomist explanation 
of God’s governance utilizing men’s free acts. The Salamanca Car- 
melites, as noticed above in the formulation of Xiberta, claim 
already to have found that reconciliation of Thomist and Scotist 
positions which we will now take up in some Jesuits. 


VII. - SUAREZ: BIVALENT MOTIVATION 


Francis Suarez (1548-1617) claims to have found a mid-ground 
between Scotus and Aquinas. He sets out from the norm «no 
sin = no Incarnation», grounded by Aquinas on I Tim. and Augu- 
stine. For this solution, Suárez seems at first to have nothing but 
praise. He does indeed express some reserves about Thomas’ rea- 
soning that we can know nothing of God’s free acts except what 
is revealed. We can with the help of reason draw some conclusions, 
and even those here said by Suárez to be «the more probable» are 
thus drawn by Aquinas. Pe 

Also, concerning the Bible, Suarez voices two modern-sounding 
reserves. He shows that by the term Scripture St. Thomas means 
the same as revelation, and includes the whole infallible rule of 
faith, whether written or tradition or definition of the Church. Se- 
condly, when Thomas says that «everywhere in Scripture the In- 
carnation is presented as motivated by the redemption, this is a 
loose way of speaking inasmuch as it does not apply to Eph. 1,5: 
«God predestined us to be his sons in Jesus Christ». 

Here now is the Thomist insight which Suarez most approves: 


h «By his question Thomas does not ask, ‘What could God do if man 
ad not sinned?’ nor ‘What would he have done in instituting a new 
mode and order of predestination?’ but simply, ‘From the knowledge 
We have of that mode and intention by which God in fact has willed 


ae 


ot «FISCHER C., Jacques Nacchianti, O.P., évêque de Chioggia (t+ 1569), 

20 sa théologie de la Primauté absolue du Christ, in La France franciscaine 

tiop 937) 97-174; cf. Hercepez R., La place du Christ dans le plan de la créa- 
Pour... Scot, in La France franciscaine 19 (1936) 3849. 
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the Incarnation, can we conclude that it would have taken place « 
if man had not sinned? ». l " 


After apparently assenting to the answer «No», Suárez RE 
several long disputations. The problem, «Whether from ao 
mary predestination of Christ it follows that the Word would Naas 
been made flesh even if man had not sinned», is made depenaen 
upon another, «Which was God’s primary reason, or Motive i 
effecting and decreeing the Incarnation?» And this in turn depends 
upon, «Whether in God the willing of the Incarnation preceded or 
followed the foreknowledge of original sin». i 

Suárez ends up with two assertions by which he himself 
claims to have reconciled all diverging opinions of self-styled fol- 
lowers of Aquinas. On the one hand, even if man did not sin, God’s 
intention of effecting the Incarnation could nevertheless persist 
such as it was, and have its effect. In support of this view are cited 
several contemporaries, as well as the relatively few who before 
Thomas constituted in fact a kind of consensus among those who 
had ever put the question. On the other hand, in the supposition 
that in making his decree God foresaw that sin would be intruded, 
that decree could not be made apart from foreknowledge of sin ”. 

Thus Suárez is commonly understood to claim that the mani- 
festation of the perfection of the divine works, independently of 
the restoration of fallen humanity, is a complete, sufficient, ade- 
quate motive for the Incarnation. At the same time he tries to 
maintain that the restoration from sin was another and equally 
adequate motive. Apart from the problem of whether there can be 
more than one «equally determinant motive», it would seem that 
in the essential question Suárez has not really discovered a third 
approach but has approved the Scotist position”. «That [Scotist] 
Position is probable; the opinion of Thomas is just more probab $ 
Or, Scotus is more satisfying from the point of view of ae 
but Thomas is inescapable from the point of view of faith foun 


on revelation», No one is being called a heretic. 
—— 


127 s. theol. 
NI q. was F., De Incarnatione disp. 5 sect. 2.4.5. [on S. THOMAS, S 


on > 
theol. I1 q OP era omnia, XVI) Venetiis 1745, 139 ff; also P. toa t tli 
28 SPINDELER A. C n zur chris 
h 5 » Cur Verbum caro factum? (Forschunge ‘ 
cren Literatur- und Dogmengeschichte, 18/5) Paderborn 1938, of theotost® 
A., Incarnation: cause finale, in Dictionnaire 4 


Tkon ICHEL 
atholique, VII, Paris 1923, 1506.1496. 
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Suárez tried to be a «third force» between Scotus and Thomas, 
but failed. A similar effort made by Molina is called a «fourth 
force», in Spindeler’s rather lucid delimiting of the issues. 


VIII. - MOLINA: EXTERMINATE THE STEPS 


The life-span of Luis de Molina (1535-1600) is a half-generation 
earlier than that of Suárez, but their inquiry into this question 
seems to have been independent. Molina’s fame rests on a work 
reconciling God’s universal governance with man’s free will via 
what is called midway foreknowledge. It is in this work, not in 
any direct treatment of the Incarnation, that he embodies strictures 
that affect Scotus relevant to the motivation of God’s acts. 

The final chapter of this tome purports to deal with question 
23 on predestination from the first part of the Summa theologiae 
of Saint Thomas. The fourth and fifth articles of that question are 
considered together, not by way of commentary, but as basis of 
four «disputations». The first of these is «whether there is any cause 
of predestination in the one being predestined», and is so complex 
that it is divided into fourteen «members». 

Molina first examines several alternatives to his own view, and 
among these in member 8 he takes up Scotus, under the anony- 
mous title: 


«Examination of the procedure which some imagine God went 
through in predestining men to salvation or doom: the question being 
whether the foreknowledge of sins or any kind of choice precedes this 
predestining act». 

Molina thereupon attributes to Scotus only four steps, instead 
of the five we described above ™. Really three of ours are contained 
in Molina’s first: «God efficaciously willed beatitude for Christ and 
Certain others». However in the following paragraphs Molina will 
explain that the «four instants» of Scotus are subdivided into seve- 
ral others. Thus he says the first includes God knowing himself, 

nowing creatures, and predestining Christ the head of creatures. 
Molina’s second Scotus step is really a subdivision of our third, 
the decree of grace as distinct from the decree of glory. In the 


a 


1 As documented in footnote 95 above. 


14- De doctrina Ioannis Duns Scoti - Vol. III 
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third place, as Molina interprets Scotus, God wills permitting 
Adam’s sin. This was our fourth step, but focusing the foreknow. 
' ledge rather than the decree. The final step is repair of the Fal] 
by sufferings on the part of Christ, «who, as Scotus thinks, would 
have been there anyway even if Adam had not sinned» ™, 

Augustine frequently insists that God’s foreknowledge of the 
«massa damnata» infected by sin was prior to any decree of pre- 
destination ™*, But, continues Molina, Augustine got into deep wa- 
ter in trying to link reprobation with original sin. Anyway, God’s 
will that all men should be saved is asserted in I Tim. 2,4 and Ez. 
18,23 expressly regarding the state of fallen nature. The ambiguous 
opinion of Aquinas that predestination supposes foreknowledge 
was restricted by Cajetan to those future actions which do not 
originate in the predestined order but are supposed by it. 

Molina thereupon outlines his own analysis of what took place. 
Rather uncautiously he speaks of one knowledge preceding another 
in the mind of God: 


«God did not wish to permit the fall of the human race unless he 
also wished the fortunate remedy of this by Christ. God did not wish 
the Incarnation unless adjoined to the restoration of the human race 
as a part of his total aim... From eternity God willed whatever he willed 
with one utterly simple act of his will, and full advance deliberation 
or knowledge of relevant factors. Therefore the steps of Scotus must 
be eliminated» 3, 


«Sane exterminanda omnino videntur instantia Scoti»! This 
harsh sentence doubtless closed the minds of many to a calm con- 
sideration of whether ultimately Molina was more in the Scotist 
than the Thomist camp. It is no mere question of the choice of 
one unfortunate term. The sentence continues: 

«Making God will one thing before another, or foreknow one free 


action before another, are surely steps so obfuscating the issue that 
they make no sense at all». 


BI Mona L., Liberi arbitrii i is, divi scientia, pro 

x ; -d itrii cum gratiae donis, divina prae a | 
pes n Praedestinatione et reprobat Fee concordia, pars 7 a. 5 disp 

membr. 8 n. 1-2 (ed. Raseneck I., Matriti 1953, 510 f).. Ad OP- 


132 S, Aucustinus, Ad Simplici PL 40, 115); Epist. 190, 3 
ca, an Ee BMG Sect oC A. US) EG ion 
; 4 5 4 t’s es 
fa footnote 109. 67). But see footnote 85 above, and Martelet s 


3 MOLINa, Concordia, n. 15 (ed. RABENECK, 516). 
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pntriguingly, we possess the Jesuit censors’ unfavorable ver- 
_, on this broadside of Molina. Not only the harshness of «ex: 
dic inanda», but the fact that he blames in another what he him- 
if does, rightly prompts their admonition: 

s 


«The author insists that the totalit 

single utterly simple act, and yet h 
by 7, some kind of sequence in the 
thet difficulties» *. 


y Of God’s willing is effected 
e himself cannot escape postu- 
divine acts in order to evade 


To acquit himself of this charge, Molina added a long appendix 
io this member 8 in some later editions. 


However, even in the original edition there had been subjoined 
a few remarks in milder vein: 


«Scotus based himself on this principle: Whoever wants an end 
and the means thereto, in an orderly order one after another, of 
course Wills the end before the means. And that is true. God however 
wills the end and the means simultaneously... That same principle is 
what Scotus applies in order to prove that the Incarnation would have 
happened even if Adam had not sinned. Christ and his predestination 
are thus seen as the goal of the predestination and benefits of all men 
and of the whole universe as well. The willing and foreknowledge of 
the end in its future realized entity is made to precede in God the 
willing and foreknowledge of what leads to that end» !%. 


Here too Molina denies that the ordinary relation of priority 
between means and ends holds in the special case of Christ’s pre- 
destination. He then takes up the reasons which led Aquinas to 
deny that the Incarnation would have taken place apart from sin. 
Thereupon he gives six arguments to prove that foreknowledge of 
actuated sin did not precede the decree of predestination and 
YPostatic union. The position of Cajetan is rejected as not sufh- 
“ently safeguarding the primacy of Christ among the predestined. 
i Molina’s final conclusion: By a single act God chose that order 
n which the Incarnation and the Redemption are contained in the 
ee Subordination of dignity and influence with regard to one 

other, In this act Christ was in fact willed as redeemer. But he 
iy also willed as Son of God and first among those predestined 
Sory, head of men and angels and of the universe. 


ee aa 


14 

Ibi 
2s Mou Preface of RABENECK, 47*. 7 f); as evaluated by Len- 
, See GNA: Concordia, n. 16 f (ed. RABENECK, 517 t); 


SOtnote 113 above. 
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d simultaneously ordained everything natural and s 
«Go hrist as its goal. At the same time he willed that the atura] 
d Christ himself, though superior in dignity to Near. 


ation an l aniio 
erected. should serve for the restoration of the human race as ne 
of that total aim without which probably the Incarnation of Christ 


would not have taken place» 136. 


toward C 


IX. - SOME MODERN EFFORTS AT SYNTHESIS 


What must strike us most about all these last dozen pages jg 
how irrelevant anything scriptural seems in their perspective, It 
will now be no easy chore to try to find a way of combining all 
our available theological and scriptural information into one overall 
evaluation of the Scotist thesis as it relates to the world view of 
Teilhard. 

We may begin by acknowledging that our analysis of Molina 
left completely out of account an approach to the problem which 
many commentators consider basic to him. This is his contention 
that the angels owe their grace to Christ, and that therefore Christ 
cannot be regarded as altogether subsequent to men’s foreseen sin. 
This in fact echoes the interpretation which we saw in Wambacq 
and some others regarding those things «in the skies» which in 
Col. 1,20 are declared to be «reconciled» by Christ”. Not specially 
for this exegetical reason, the approach to our problem via the 
angels has appealed to de Lugo, Billot and Galtier, as well as to 
the Dominican Hugon ™, 

But this avenue of inquiry involves endeavoring to explain the 
unknown by the more unknown. The status of the angels is 3 
matter on which we are only indirectly and imperfectly informed. 
Our dogmatic and scriptural data are far less assured than wee 
imagined by medievals who ascribed to Denis the Fake-Areopagi? 
an authority greater than he deserved. In the material and vee 
creation of which man forms an observable part, we find mo? 


— 


i Morita, Concordia, n. 29 (ed. RABENECK, 523). 

aa — above, footnote 66. f . H 
bem TINDELER A., Cur Verbum caro factum? Paderborn 1938; ULLOA 
T oe de l'Incarnation, Téqui 1931; 2. ed., 1946, 63-108; CAL Sapi"?! 
9 (1956) 456. mistico dell’Incarnazione e la critica del P. Delft, ® 26 ( 
266-273, that bene the claim of Delft in Collectanea franciscano 
the angels. cause «all» grace comes from Christ, therefore 
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suitable data for determining the relation in which the Incarnate 
God stands to the rest of it. . 

The position of Molina has been revived in our century chiefly 
by his fellow-Jesuit Galtier ™”, And one of the most emphatic steps 
in the reviving Franciscan defense of the Scotist view has revolved 
largely about refuting Galtier, together with remedying certain 
weak points in the Scotist position to which the controversy has 
shown it to be exposed ™, 

That zealous energetic output may be regarded as finding its 
summation in a posthumous work of Bonnefoy ™!. He naturally 
makes capital of the Concordia’s discordant «exterminating», but 
apparently does not recognize how far he is echoing Jesuit censors 
when he says Molina himself no less than those he combats fell 
into the snare of letting imagination introduce either time or space 
into their notion of priority. 

Bonnefoy has enjoyed a rather deserved standing as a twen- 
tieth-century exponent of the Scotist view. He would therefore be 
a natural ally in the defense of what is defensible within Teilhard’s 
Christocentrism. Hence it seems all the more necessary, though 


_ 19 GALTIER P., Le vrai motif de l'Incarnation, in Nouvelle Revue théolo- 
gique 43 (1911) 44-57. 104-124. In De Incarnatione et Redemptione, 2. ed., 
Paris 1947, 456-482, Galtier sets forth Molina’s view that the goal of creation, 
was the excellence of the Redeemer. The terms in which on page 468 

€ claims for this view also de Lugo, Gonet, Billot, Hugon and L. Jans- 

Sens (to which Spindeler adds Kleutgen and Scheeben) are sufficiently 
;/rcumspect to fit also the Thomist view. In Les deux Adam, Paris 1947, 121, 

e rejects those peacemakers who maintain equal validity of the Thomist and 

Cotist motivations of the Incarnation; as in his example of a man who 

Uys a good field for his family but because of the excellence of the field: 
a the Incarnation is for fallen man, then Christ does not really hold the 

Tlmacy», 

, 9 UrrUTIBÉHÉTY Cu., Le vrai motif de l'Incarnation, in Nouvelle Revue 

théologique 43 (1911) 367-382. Ar 682-696; Galtier’s rejoinder, 503-507. 

sostome’s position in book form, Christus Alpha et Omega, is cited by 
tion TRÉ, in Studi francescani 6 (1933) 171-177; finally Le motif de l'Incarna- 
ion et les thomistes contemporains, Tours 1921. Lemoine-Bouéssé following 

t ichel (footnotes 109 and 129 above) reduce the contentions of Urrutibéhéty 
Vie ght, of which they then assert: a) none is incompatible with the Thomist 
if b) the assertions are not proved to be found in the Fathers; c) even 
Il they were, they would not prove the Scotist thesis. See also Ciappi L., 
(igg2tivo dell’Incarnazione e «Les deux Adam» di P. Galtier, in Sapienza 3 | 

50) 72-107; Corvez M., Le motif de l'Incarnation, in Revue Thomiste 49 
10 i 


BONNEFOY J. F., La place du Christ dans le plan divin de la création, 


footnote 8o de science religieuse 4 (1947) 257-284; 5 (1948) 39-62; see above, 
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doubtless ungracious, to scrutinize narrowly here some of Bonne. 
foy’s norms for the use of Scripture, which might otherwise Vitiate 
a plausible case. 

He declares that he is a former professor of exegesis. Moreover 
he had cultivated a lifelong interest in the nascent science of = 
mantics, which he finds has been deplorably neglected in the 
teaching of biblical hermeneutics’. When, as firstfruits of this 
preoccupation, Bonnefoy goes on to.reject categorically the «ple. 
nary sense», the present writer can only applaud ™, Bonnefoy also 
laudably acknowledges that in a four-volume work by which Risi 
had anticipated Bonnefoy’s own orientations, the use of Scripture 
is somewhat vitiated by a tendency to use scholastic syllogisms 
for deducing the meaning of the sacred text ™. 

Bonnefoy is at pains to safeguard both himself and his readers 
from the error of imagining that we can find in Scripture answers 
to questions which its authors never asked. However, he feels that 
he must prefix to his scripture inquiries a scholastic survey of 
what that problem is, concerning which we wish to ascertain 
whether or not the Bible furnishes elements for a solution: 

«It would be a bad method to want to find at any cost a thesis 
in the Bible; but it would be still more inept to seek something there 
without knowing what is sought» !45, 

Our objections to this program begin to arise only when we see 
that in the «speculative preview» some key steps already involve 
scripture texts, whose interpretation is thus taken for granted, or 
at any rate worked out as part of those very processes of deduction 
which he had said were not suitable for exegesis. 

Much more disquieting is the use to which this «preliminary 


12 On this see now ScCHÖKEL L. A., Hermeneutics in the Light of Lar- 
guage and Literature, in Catholic Biblical Quarterly 25 (1963) 371-386. ww 
152 (1965) 391 E Scripture Trends in 1964, in American Ecclesiastical Review 


„o Rist F. M. (of the Order of St n of God), Sul motivo primario 
oe jncarnazione del Verbo, Roma 1898, Volume v gives the pro-Scotist 
r rom Scripture, in 390 pages. Volume I is the state of the aies 

roof la volume II, St. Thomas’ view, 298 pages; volume III, pro-Sco te 

M03 oct tradition, 444 pages. Of this work, XIBERTA, Soferiologia Se hal 

the sea 737, says: «2 volumes. Defends, against the Scotist theory, t 
Mption in passible flesh is a merely occasioned finality». 


145 oe 
Romae lasses F., La primauté du Christ selon l'Ecriture et la Traditio”, 
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survey” puts the texts of Prov. 8,22-9,16 [Sirach 24,1-31] and their 
citation in the bull Ineffabilis Deus by which Pius IX in 1854 
defined the Immaculate Conception. Bonnefoy’s argument seems 
to run: 

«These sapiential texts are somehow relevant to Mary, because the 
pull says so. But this cannot be in any mystical or accommodated sense, 
which is always a spiritualizing of concrete material data: whereas 


the ‘wisdom’ in question here is something not perceptible to the 
senses. Therefore the literal sense of the passage must be as an allego- 


ry, and it is Christological». 

The abrupt transit to Christ from what Pius IX said about 
Christ’s mother is accounted for by the fact that the same decree 
of God predestined both Christ and his mother. Is this exegesis? 
And even if it is, surely every exegete will feel some perplexity 
about the manner in which the authority of the Church is being 
invoked in the above procedure: 


«Since there is no doubt about the sense which Holy Mother 
Church has held and holds, it remain for us to prove that it fulfils the 
requirements of a scientific exegesis». 

But actually there is plenty of doubt as to what Pius IX meant 
to be the exegetical binding force of his Old Testament citations 
in relation to his pronouncements about Mary. 

And even if that doubt could be solved, it hardly seems appro- 
ved theological method to repose our assurance about basic Chri- 
stological doctrines on some casual and presumptive inference 
from texts applied to Mary. Actually the exegesis here given by 
Bonnefoy fits rather the second Person of the Trinity, and seems 
to be put forward as an exposition and proof of Trinitarian doc- 
trine. But then he tries to limit its relevance to the Word as Incarna- 
te, though admitting that he here parts company from the compe- 
tent exegete whom he had been following, really too exclusively, 
throughout these pages ™. 

We must also register some reserve about the exegete’s alleged 
function of proving that passages of Scripture really mean what 
the Church says they do. There are comparatively few passages, 


Sn 
46 Ibid. 37 f- Ropert A., Les attaches littéraires bibliques de Prov. I-IX, 


m Revue Biblique 43 (1934) 190: the evangelical and Johannine overtones of 
ot book of Bac to «seek and you shall find», a fundamental] 


Testament idea; further 42-68. 172-204. 374-384; 44 (1935) 344-365. 502-525, 
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less than a dozen, whose sense has really thus been defined 0 
Even in their case, it would seem that the meaning of the scripture 
passage dictated the view of the Church, rather than vice versa, 
This is not to deny that one of the most reliable aids on which 
we may fall back for determining the sense of controverted passag. 
es in Scripture is our assured knowledge from other sources. These 
utilizable certitudes can come from some other branch of hu- 
man science, or from what is called «the analogy of Faith», the 
truths of revelation. But even when an apparent teaching of the 
Church or its scriptural basis is seen to conflict with truths re- 
liably known from elsewhere, the First Vatican Council prescribed 
that the theologian should reexamine whether those texts really 
mean what he has taken them to mean ™. At any rate, in situations 
in which the mind of the Church regarding the scripture text 
itself is by no means unequivocal, the method of starting out from 
certitude that «proofs» can be found for one particular exegesis 
seems questionable. 

Our disquiet is not allayed in reading that the Wisdom texts 
«fit» the scholastic formulas, at least with the help of fewer subtle- 
ties than go into the «current Pentateuch-authorship theory»! 


_ «Lagrange estimated that ‘Judaism had brought the doctrine of 
Wisdom up to the term of Son of God’. This effort was meritorious; an 
it is understandable that the illustrious exegete could not go beyon 
these conclusions in view of his definition of literal sense. But we 
hold this concept of literal sense to be erroneous, and we believe one 
can and must go further. Instead of attributing these. expressions tO 
ae a such, we attribute them to the future Christ speaking 

Od» °", 


i It would be difficult for most exegetes to take these norms in 
stride and conclude that Bonnefoy’s work has furnished any sub- 
stantial scriptural underpinning to the Scotist position. 
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More help would seem to be available in a rather satisfyingly 
exegetical essay of Brinkmann with which we will conclude. He 
takes up Suarez, and shows that it is the exegesis of Saint Paul 
which warrants the support Suárez gave to the Scotus view that 
Christ would have become man even if mankind had not sinned 
in Adam. He takes up the objection that we cannot find the answer 
to this question as long as it is not explicitly revealed, and answers 
that we can legitimately conclude to an answer from what is in 
fact revealed: 


«If Christ precisely as God-man is image of (the invisible) God (Col. 
1, 15; II Cor. 4, 4) or a gleam of his glory (Hebr. 1, 3), and on the other 
hand according to I Cor. 11, 7 man too is an image of God [Gen. 
1, 26; I Tim. 2, 13], then the conclusion suggests itself that Paul sees 
man’s exemplary cause in the God-man as such. And that means that 
the Incarnation of the Son of God fits into God’s plan of creation and 
salvation independently of Adam’s sin» !%, 


And that means it is not so altogether intolerable to work 
toward a new synthesis of scientific and theological data concer- 
ning God’s mode of creating the material-spiritual being which is 
man, in such a way that Christ will in fact be seen as somehow 
the term of biological evolution. 
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